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Abstract
This dissertation examines the psychosocial health and wellbeing impacts
of Large Scale Land Acquisitions (LSLAs) in coastal Tanzania. Contemporary
acquisition of large parcels of land in low-income countries by investors is both
transformational and a neo-colonization strategy depending on the philosophical
frame and scale of analysis. Despite multiple narratives about its impacts across
scale, there is consensus in the conceptualization of LSLAs as a global force that is
changing local ecologies and communities. Yet, the impact of these changes on
the psychosocial health and wellbeing of local populations is less evident. This
study employs mixed methods that combines qualitative and quantitative
approaches in order to understand how three interrelated concepts in LSLAs—
changing local landscapes, ecological governance and multiple vulnerabilities—
explain differentiated psychosocial health and wellbeing impacts of LSLAs among
local populations.
Results from qualitative analysis of in-depth interviews (n=37) show that
LSLAs is destructive to therapeutic spaces, and thus adversely impacting the
psychosocial health of local populations. The quantitative analyses (n=1,782)
reveal widespread perception of poor ecological governance in LSLAs context—
only 7% of the population reported good ecological governance. Individuals with
poor (OR=3.00, p≤0.01) and fair (OR=4.22, p≤0.001) perception of ecological
governance were more likely to report poor psychosocial health as they worry
over the sustainability of their environments. Regarding how multiple
vulnerabilities structure LSLAs impact on food insecurity (a predictor of
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psychosocial distress), the quantitative analyses further show migrant women
were the most adversely impacted overall, and that male non-migrants (OR=1.58,
p≤0.05) were worse impacted compared to female non-migrants. The study also
found that with the influence of climate change, LSLAs impact on non-migrants’
food insecurity is reduced (women=2.4%; men=0.2%), while migrants’ food
insecurity is exacerbated (women=1.4%; men=1.7%).
The study makes important contributions to theory, methodology and
policy. Theoretically, by demonstrating how LSLA is associated with psychosocial
health, the study extends ecological change and health framework into the
analysis of health in LSLAs literature. Also, the finding that non-migrant males are
more vulnerable to food insecurity impact of LSLAs demonstrates gender-based
complexities in long-term impacts of ecological change. Applying therapeutic
landscapes in LSLAs is helpful in broadening the conceptualisation of lands in
LSLAs context, while disparities in psychosocial health impacts extends the utility
of social determinants of health. Methodologically, the study demonstrates the
value of mixed methods in analysis of complex phenomena such as psychosocial
health and LSLAs. The findings in this study amplify the need to introduce health
considerations into LSLA policymaking in Tanzania, and similar context.
Importantly, the findings challenge the viability of Tanzania’s national
development agenda (vision 2025), which heavily relies on LSLAs.

Key words: Psychosocial health; wellbeing; ecological change; large scale land
acquisitions; climate change, gendered migration; Tanzania
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Summary for Lay Audience
Changes to our environment through human activities and climatic change
are directly linked with our health and wellbeing. In these environmental health
impacts, poor and vulnerable individuals in our communities are often the most
adversely impacted because of their limited access to basic needs including food.
In low-income countries, most populations directly depend on land/environmental
resources for livelihoods and other health related services, and therefore,
understand that protecting the environment is protecting their health and
wellbeing. Beyond our basic understanding of the impact of environmental
change on health, how it occurs has been an important area of research. This
research explains how investment in large parcels of land, one form of
environmental change, impacts on the psychosocial health and wellbeing of local
populations in coastal Tanzania. It also identifies individuals most at risk of
suffering poor psychosocial health and wellbeing as a result of land investments.
Large scale land investments have been on the rise in low-income countries
in the last decade (since 2007/2008). As of July 2019, about 1,662 land deals, each
of which involved at least 200 hectares, were concluded globally, taking up about
49 million hectares of land. Approximately 60% of these land deals occur in Africa.
The search for stable investment portfolio, energy and global food security, and
economic growth in low-income countries are the main considerations pushing
land investments.
Analysis of in-depth interviews (n=37) and surveys (n=1,782) revealed
important pathways through which large scale land investments influence
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processes of ecological governance, changes community landscapes, and
exacerbates socio-economic inequalities, which together impacts psychosocial
health and wellbeing of local populations. The research found widespread
perception of poor governance of environmental resources in localities where
land acquisitions were taking place, highlighting the extent to which land
investment interest corrupts and weakens local environmental governance
practices. Individuals with awareness of poor ecological governance were three
times more likely to report poor psychosocial health as they experience adverse
changes to their livelihoods, and distress over the sustainability of their
environments and communities. Additionally, it became apparent from the
research that land investments take-up/destroy sacred lands (therapeutic spaces)
known to provide healing and good health for communities and individuals,
thereby contributing to poor psychosocial health. Finally, contrary to the general
notion that land investments improves local food security, the research found that
8 in every 10 individuals indicated land investments were resulting in food
insecurity. Male non-migrants were the most vulnerable as their land is taken up
by investors. However, in the context of climate change, migrants were more
vulnerable to the food insecurity impact of land investments. Given these findings,
it is important to change course by de-emphasis the role of land investments while
prioritising the development of local strategies to address food insecurity, climate
change effects and health challenges in low-income countries.
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CHAPTER ONE
1.1.

INTRODUCTION
The recent wave of Large Scale Land Acquisition (LSLAs) in low-income

countries, which peaked in 2007/2008 in the midst of multiple global crises—food,
energy, and financial—has attracted tremendous scholarship across disciplinary
backgrounds including Geography (Arezki, Deininger, & Selod, 2013; Brown,
McLafferty, & Moon, 2010; cDaniel & Mittal, 2009; Deininger, Ali, Holden, &
Zevenbergen, 2008). Emerging as a highly contested subject in the area of
environmental sustainability, national economic, community development, and
agrarian change, a great deal of works have examined its scale, actors, processes,
and forms, and the many ways these interact in a neo-liberal political economy,
and in existing local land-based social inequalities (Cotula et al., 2009; German,
Schoneveld, & Mwangi, 2013; Yengoh & Armah, 2014; Zoomers, 2010). Generally,
LSLAs is characterized as involving powerful individuals, companies, and state
agencies mainly from Western countries, Asia and the Gulf countries rushing for
lands in low-income countries in an arrangement that is supposed to benefit
investors’ interests as well as contribute to economic growth and improve food
security of host countries (Arezki et al., 2013; Cotula et al., 2009; Zoomers, 2010).
In recent times, research is shifting from describing LSLAs and its multiple
complexities into the realm of understanding its influence on, more broadly, the
development trajectories of economies and communities in low-income countries,
as well as its differing impacts on diverse populations and individuals (Davis,
D’Odorico, & Rulli, 2014; Dell’Angelo, D’Odorico, & Rulli, 2017; Hufe & Heuermann,
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2017). The impact of LSLAs on local populations’ health is starting to emerge more
prominently, with studies examining its food security implications (Rulli &
D’Odorico, 2014; Shete & Rutten, 2015), connection with rising prevalence of
infectious diseases such as malaria (Ferring & Hausermann, 2019) and exposure to
agro-chemicals (Arduino, Colombo, Ocampo, & Panzeri, 2012).
After more than a decade, we are now in a better position to unpack
contemporary global estimates of LSLAs impacts into how they relate to
individuals from varied socio-economic and cultural contexts in the long term. In
the area of health, there is bourgeoning research interests on several fronts. First,
earlier studies on health-related topics (e.g. food security) with obvious limitations
of temporariness and the huge ‘hype’ of land grabbing require revisiting. More
nuanced analyses that take due consideration of multiple layers of factors
including the rising effect of climate change, socio-economic, cultural and
demographic dynamics are important (at this stage of the literature) in advancing
our understanding of LSLAs impacts in local communities. Second, long forgotten
‘soft’ but crucial dimensions of health such as psychosocial health needs a place in
the conceptualization of LSLAs impacts. Attention on these two domains of
research would advance the literature, support a much-needed health centered
conceptualization and theoretical framing of LSLAs in low-income countries, and
chart a path for policy options in addressing emerging LSLAs health-related
challenges in local communities.
Using a research context in Tanzania, this dissertation contributes to the
budding area of LSLAs impacts on health and wellbeing by asking the overarching
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research question “how have large scale land acquisitions impacted the
psychosocial health and wellbeing of local populations?” This question is
addressed with three interconnected research objectives:
1. Examine how large scale land acquisitions impact community
therapeutic spaces and wellbeing.
2. Explain the impact of ecological governance on psychosocial health in
the context of large scale land acquisitions.
3. Examine the overall impact of large scale land acquisition, associated
gendered-migration and climate change on food security.
These objectives together with the overarching research question are situated
within geographies of health. I return to discuss the research problem statement
and lay out details of the research objectives and questions further down in the
chapter. The next section summarizes geographies of health and its place in this
dissertation.
1.2.

Geographies of Health
The study of population health revolves around three traditions of inquiry

which have been delineated through intense debate initially in the field of medical
geography (Brown et al., 2010; Gatrell & Elliott, 2014; Kearns & Moon, 2002;
Luginaah, 2009; Mayer, 1982; Meade, 2014; Rosenberg, 1998). The first tradition
relates to an historical conceptualization of health inquiry that is centered on
spatial distribution/diffusion of diseases. Squarely positioned as ‘medical
geography and disease ecology’ (Philo, 2016: 02), this tradition statistically
examines casual connections between places (environment and their physical
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uniqueness), localities (social the cultural context) and incidence of ill-health often
relating to infectious and chronic health conditions (Eyles, 1993; Kearns & Moon,
2002; Mayer, 1996; Philo, 2016). Emerging in the immediate post-World War II
period, the second tradition—‘medical geography and medical care’—embraced
the study of spatial distribution of both formal and informal medical care (Philo,
2016). With a focus on understanding the organization of health facilities relative
to population densities and need, geographers in this tradition employ spatial
modeling as one of the main tools of inquiry in order to optimize health service
utilization (Brown et al., 2010; Connell & Walton-Roberts, 2015). The seminal work
of Mayer (1982) clearly delineates the two traditions by suggesting that, ‘medical
geography and disease ecological’ assumes an historical, descriptive and
explanatory stance on ill-health, while ‘medical geography and medical care’
focuses in addressing health access and utilization challenges through medical
service allocation and location.
Scholars after Mayer (1982) have acknowledged and nurtured the
disciplinary divide. For instance, Litva and Eyles (1995) described medical
geography as composed of geography of disease/ill-health and geography of
health care. Jones and Moon (1991) discussed the domains of disease and
environment, and health service provision and need, Kearns (1995) identified dual
streams addressing disease diffusion and health service provision, while Parr
(2003) explained how research in medical geography is divided into the study of
spatial distribution of morbidly and mortality on one hand, and dynamics in the
provision, access and inequalities in health care utilization on the other.
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Health inequalities cast the third strand of inquiry in population health,
taking along perspectives from the two previous traditions. The central principle
of this third strand hinges on the influence of societal organization which creates
and reinforces inequalities in access to health producing material conditions
including livelihood opportunities, food and nutrition, health care, and liveable
environments (Gatrell & Elliott, 2014; Krieger, 2011; Luginaah, 2009). This strand
holds the view that disparities in health and wellbeing rest on terrains of social
differentiation and inequalities across multiple scales often underpinned by
political, socio-economic and environmental processes serving as source of power
imbalance in the everyday lives of individuals and populations (Curtis, 2016;
Kearns, 1993; King, 2010; Wilkinson & Marmot, 2003).
The evolution of both medical and health geographies occurs with intense
debate around the ontological and epistemological positioning of population
health. Questions over what is important to study and how such study should be
conducted foregrounds the reformation of the two geographies of population
health. As debates intensified, championed within medical geography by critical
health scholarship from Kearns & Moon (2002), Parr (2002), and Litva & Eyles
(1995) (without de-emphasizing other contributions) and from outside by
influential bodies including the World Health Organization, it became apparent
that medical geography could no longer gate-keep the explosion of non-orthodox
perspectives in population health. Eventually, geography of health ‘left home’ to
stand as a sub-discipline, growing its own unique approaches to population health
knowledge production. Kearns's (1993) invitation for a departure from medical
geography drew attention to how socio-geographical perspectives critical of the
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positivist realm of knowledge production were being stifled in medical geography.
Works that followed engaged in robust debate on this topic (Gatrell & Elliott,
2014; Rosenberg, 1998).
Health geography contests the assumption of geographic space as a fix,
bounded, and

socio-culturally neutral physical

unit. Instead, space

is

conceptualized as embodying the living foregrounds of populations and
individuals with subjectively and uniquely shaped culture, histories, values and
meanings (Eyles, 1985). Conceptualizing space as ‘place’ broke loose poststructuralist philosophical thinking in the discipline, and with interpretivist
approach to inquiry, energized and gave life to a constellation of constructs which
otherwise were hidden away in other geographies (e.g. cultural and social
geographies). A clear depiction of ‘place’ as a vibrant animate element of space
aided the introduction of concepts such as emotional and relational geographies,
providing an important lens for analyzing complex human-habitat (e.g.
environments, neighborhoods, and landscapes) interactions and mechanisms
through which both exert agency to (re)produce ill-health and disease (Cummins,
Curtis, Diez-Roux, & Macintyre, 2007; Curtis, 2016; Kearns, 1993; Rosenberg, 1998).
The cultural turn in the discipline also reconfigured health care, emphasizing the
de-medicalization of ‘care’ from location-allocation of health services with physical
distance in mind to one that engages the micro-geographies of quality,
affordability and financial access (Rosenberg, 1983), intimate embodiment of
‘caring’, and concepts of ‘careless’ and ‘careful’ spaces and places in health
services (Parr, 2003: 213).
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Associated with the emergence of ‘place’ and the spillover of concepts in
health geography is the rejection of biomedical notion of health, illness and
disease as entirely biological causal functions with universally identifiable etiology
promoted in medical geography. Rather, health geography views health more
holistically as encompassing individual’s subjectivities of ‘feeling good’ within their
unique context of society and ‘place’ (Gatrell & Elliott, 2014; Kearns & Moon,
2002). This understanding refocuses wellbeing as a central multi-dimensional
concept in health geography. Significant in the progressive evolution of the new
discipline, and probably the most crucial rewards for splitting from the largely
considered atheoretical medical geography, are the vibrant theoretical and
methodological landscapes that continually race to address increasing
complexities of health and wellbeing across scale (Kearns & Moon, 2002; Litva &
Eyles, 1995; Parr, 2003).
Obviously, robust and critical debates about the many forms and pathways
through which socio-ecologies shape health inequalities at population and
individual levels propelled theoretical growth in health geography. Important
shake-ups of theory perhaps include King`s (2010) criticism of political ecology of
disease by Mayer (1996) as resisting the abandoning of the old ge0-medical
discipline. The outcome of King’s work—political ecologies of health—stands out
as a fore-right concept in health geography, which have attracted enormous
support to test and refine its application (see Jackson & Neely, 2015; Richmond,
Elliott, Matthews, & Elliott, 2005). King`s work is pivoted on the multi-scalar
influence of politics and power in producing vulnerable individuals at risk of illhealth and poor wellbeing in local human-environment struggles. Similarly,
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Gesler's (1992) introduction of therapeutic landscapes from cultural geography
broadens the importance of spaces, places, networks and symbolic features of
landscapes in promoting healthy behaviours with reciprocal healing effect
between individuals/populations and their environments.
Across these new comers is the social determinants of health concept,
which emphasizes poor health as socially constructed and perpetuated by
inequalities (Marmot, 2018; Marmot & Wilkinson, 2000). Also added to the
conversation is climate change, which presents varying levels of health and
wellbeing challenges for populations and individuals along lines of inequalities to
impact health and wellbeing (Curtis & Oven, 2012). Given the foregoing debates,
and recognizing the theoretical overlaps from varied geographies, as well as a
methodological return to medical geography, it is crucial that we expand on multidimensional analysis in health geography. This dissertation integrates foremost
theories and concepts—political ecologies, therapeutic landscapes, and ecological
governance in contribution to the discussion of social ecologies, psychosocial
health and wellbeing.
1.3.

The Problem Statement

The core debates in LSLAs have centered on its political economy—the actors,
competing interests, and unequal power relationships inherent in the supposed
transactions over land. By far, studies on LSLAs have remained in the corridors of
understanding “the institutional dimensions, political economy drivers, the roles
of different actors and players, conflicts, power imbalances and the socioenvironmental dynamics of the investment” (Dell’Angelo et al., 2017: 123). Given
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the complex and evolving dynamics of LSLAs, these ‘old’ areas of enquiry remain
important at every point in time. Nevertheless, it is important to bring into focus
other dimensions of LSLAs impacts including human health. As proposed by Davis
et al. (2014), the time for quantifying the impacts of LSLAs is here and research
should refocus on understanding the varied impacts of this global phenomenon
across scale—from local to global.
At the basic conceptualization, LSLAs is a form of ecological change rooted
in unequal political, economic and social relations (Balehegn, 2015; Coscieme et al.,
2018). Coscieme et al (2018) explains that changing smallholder farms into large
scale commercial farms or reforestation of woodlands into a carbon reserve under
LSLAs, are significant ecological changes. The impacts of these changes (and
other forms of ecological change) on human health are not new, but as Myers et
al. (2013) notes these human health impacts are more complicated than often
conceptualised. How processes of ecological change within the complex multilayered human environment explain human health challenges, and who bears the
greatest risk of these human health issues are significant gaps in the literature
(Myers et al., 2013). Amid these gaps, the impact of ecological change on the
psychosocial and mental health dimension of human health is the most understudied (Kretsch, 2016).
The dynamics of LSLAs may introduce another layer of complexity in the
human health impacts of ecological change. For local populations, how LSLA
occurs, that is, the governance structure and processes underlying LSLAs, is an
important determinant of health in its own right. Local populations’ feeling of
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powerlessness and lack of influence against investor interests and state policies in
the rollout of LSLAs can contribute to psychosocial distress. This distress can be
cumulative across the multi-levels in which land appropriation occurs (i.e.
household, community and regional scales). Together with distress from other
dimensions and outcomes of LSLAs (e.g. physical ecological change, and food
security), the psychosocial health impact of LSLAs can be expansive and intensive.
Yet, our understanding of the health impacts of this form of ecological change
(i.e. LSLAs) has been limited.
This paucity of knowledge requires the deployment of place-centered
theoretical framing that can provide important insights into how processes and
outcomes of LSLAs independently and collectively influence the health and
wellbeing of varied social-economic groups among local populations. Thus far,
LSLAs literature has heavily concentrated on intermediary outcomes such as land
access challenges/conflicts, displacement and dislocation of local populations,
livelihood change, and social change/differentiation. These intermediary issues
have shaped the development of approaches aimed at ‘cleaning’ LSLAs and
promoting its success for local populations. Although important, addressing these
intermediary challenges (e.g. with sustainable land investments guidelines and
land tenure reforms) has not translated into improving the health and wellbeing
of local population (Atuoye, Luginaah, Hambati, & Campbell, 2019; Shete &
Rutten, 2015). Nevertheless, the question of how LSLAs directly impacts on health
and wellbeing of local populations has not been addressed as yet. Thus,
understanding the psychosocial health and wellbeing impacts of LSLAs would
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provide adequate evidence of theory and policy on LSLAs and health among local
populations.
1.4.

Study Objectives

In following with the discussion above (1.2), the thesis is guided by three
interconnected objectives, which together explain the impact large scale land
acquisitions on health and wellbeing of local populations.
1.4.1. Objective 1: Examine how large scale land acquisitions impact community
therapeutic spaces and wellbeing.
The literature on large scale land acquisition (LSLAs) conceptualizes land mainly as
an economic resource. The World Bank and many ‘outside’ actors often quantify
the value of land in economic terms, and on that basis, promote alternative uses
of land in low income countries (often considered more productive) under LSLAs.
However, land means more than just economic value (Kingsley, Townsend,
Phillips, & Aldous, 2009), suggesting that human-land interaction is more complex
than a transactional or economic activity. As noted in First Nations scholarship,
there is health connotation in human-land interaction, in a way that when land is
abused then the occupants (humans) bear the consequences in the form of poor
health. However, this dynamic relationship is less apparent in LSLA literature.
Thus, in contribution to the conceptualization of land and empirical literature on
LSLAs and human health, objective 1 draws out three questions:
a. Does land targeted for LSLAs mean anything to local populations apart
from its economic value?
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b. How is LSLA impacting land and community wellbeing in coastal Tanzania?
c. In what ways are changes to land and community wellbeing as a result of
LSLAs impacting individual psychosocial health?
These questions were addressed with the analysis of qualitative data from indepth-interviews among a cross-section of individuals from varied sociodemographic backgrounds in two coastal communities in Tanzania where LSLAs
are occurring. This part of the thesis provides a good context for examining the
dynamics of ecological governance and its impact on psychosocial health in the
context of LSLAs in objective 2. It also set the tone for examining the nuances in
food security impact of LSLAs in the complex interaction of migration, gender and
climate change in objective 3.
1.4.2. Objective 2: Explain the impact of ecological governance on psychosocial
health in the context of large scale land acquisitions.
Ecological governance is promoted as a mechanism of implementing and
safeguarding sustainable environmental practices. Given the far-reaching
environmental risk of LSLAs on local populations, ecological governance has been
promoted within the voluntary principles for sustainable land investment (African
Union, 2010; FAO, 2012b). While some scholars have argued that the principles are
supporting local populations realize the full benefits of land investments, others
have suggested they are implemented to legitimize land acquisition in local
communities. Regardless of the intent and impact, the principles of sustainable
land investment have strengthened a system of governance for land investment
across multiple scales. Yet, there is paucity of knowledge and conceptual
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understanding of how this form of governance arrangement relate with the
sustainability concerns of local populations. Against this background, this
objective addresses the following questions:
a. How do local populations perceive the practice of ecological governance
relative to environmental sustainability in the context of LSLAs?
b. What is the impact of ecological governance in LSLAs on the psychosocial
health of local populations?
1.4.3. Objective 3: Examine the overall impact of LSLA, associated genderedmigration and climate change on food security.
The call for quantifying impacts of LSLAs by Davis et al. (2014) is a clarion appeal
for a shift from describing the processes of LSLAs to uncovering the impact
underneath the many layers of factors shaping land acquisitions. There is no doubt
the promise of sustainable livelihoods for local populations (see Deininger et al.,
2011) as part of the ‘selling package’ for LSLAs has moved local population into
action. As has been reported in several case studies, climate stressed populations
are escaping to localities of LSLAs in anticipation of sustainable jobs. This form of
migration is gendered and has added another layer of complexity to the already
complicated dynamics in LSLAs impacts, given the fact that land investment as an
agent of ecological change tend to catapult societies into reorientation and
reproduction of gender dynamics (Glassman, 2006; Turshen, 1977). Therefore, the
food security impact of LSLAs can be at variance with the usual winners and losers
at the start of LSLAs. For this reason, this part of the thesis applied quantitative
data in the analysis of losers in the food security impact of LSLAs along gender

14
and migration dynamics in the long-term, and the extent to which LSLAs can
influence climate induced food insecurity. Two specific questions are highlighted
by objective 2.
a. In the context of gendered-migration, who are the most vulnerable in
respect of the long term (about 10 years) food security impact of LSLAs?
b. How does LSLA influence the climate change effect on food insecurity, and
is this influence differentiated along gender and migration statuses?
1.5.

Organization of the Thesis
The thesis consists of seven interconnected chapters including this first one.

The second chapter is structured in two main parts. The first part provides further
discussion on the processes, actors and forms of LSLAs. It also explains the
discourses imbedded in the LSLAs debate. The second part explains the
theoretical positioning of the thesis, and presents a conceptual framework
guiding the thesis. In this framework, LSLAs is positioned as one of the forces
contributing to ecological change, with its health impacts on local populations
differentiated by compositional and contextual characteristics. The study context
and methodological design of the thesis are presented in Chapter Three, while the
study objectives are addressed in Chapters Four to Six. Chapter Four addressed
objective 1. It examined how large scale land acquisitions are impacting
community therapeutic spaces of wellbeing, the health impacts associated with
these changes, and how local populations balance interest in protecting
traditional lands for health versus promoting LSLAs for livelihoods. I addressed
objective 2 in Chapter Five by examining the link between ecological governance
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and psychosocial health. Objective 3 is addressed in Chapter Six, where I analyzed
the overall impact of LSLAs, and associated gendered-migration and climate
change on food security. Discussion and conclusions on the thesis findings are in
the last chapter (Chapter Seven).
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CHAPTER TWO
2.0.

LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL UNDERPINNINGS

2.1.

Introduction
This chapter provides a broader empirical and theoretical context within

which the thesis is situated. The first part of the chapter presents the complicated
dynamics in large scale land acquisitions (LSLAs). In particular, it explains what
LSLA is, the scale at which it is taking place, factors driving investor rush for lands
in low-income countries, the actors involved and how they interact, and the forms
LSLAs often take. This first part of the chapter also explains the evolving
discourses underpinning the raging debate on LSLAs impacts. In the second part, I
present a conceptual framework connecting ecological change to psychosocial
health and wellbeing, and defined the theoretical boundaries for the thesis within
the larger context of health geography.

2.2.

The ‘new’ Large Scale Land Acquisition in context
Large Scale Land Acquisition (LSLA) has always been central in human’s

exploitation of ecology, and in no small way has contributed to entrench
structural inequalities at multiple scales. Arguably, the most remarkable and
frequently cited wave of large-scale land appropriation in history relates to the
19th Century scramble for lands in Africa, and the emergence of plantations under
colonization and in the early part of post-colonialization in the Americas
(Acemoglu, Johnson, & Robinson, 2001; Heldring & Robinson, 2012). This wave of
acquisitions involved a domineering power (mainly states), with economic and
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political motivations, entrenching a foothold on lands in weaker and often lowincome countries, and ultimately accumulating resources by exploiting ecology
and labour (Heldring & Robinson, 2012).
Overwhelming evidence suggests this period of ecological grabbing left
lasting impact on the social, political, economic, and ecological systems in the
grabbed territories (Heldring & Robinson, 2012; Reo & Parker, 2013; Turshen,
1977). At the local level for example, Turshen (1997) found that colonial economic
policies, which imposed taxation on male adults in Tanzania, compelled active
labour to abandon food production for paid work on plantations in order to raise
cash to pay the colonial taxes. By this, the colonial policy set into motion a system
of labour migration, along which social production and reproduction shifted
greater responsibility of food production to women. The impact of these changes
was observed in declining food production, and rising incidence of associated
malnutrition and poor health (Turshen, 1977). Also, Heldring & Robinson's (2012)
discussion of the link between colonial rule and economic progress of African
countries recognized both positive and negative associations, but concluded that
economies of African countries overall were negatively impacted by colonial rule.
The end of ‘formal colonization’ with the attainment of political
independence did not end the quest of capital for ecological exploitation in these
countries. Indeed, the legacies of colonization and processes of decolonization,
together with global political and economic struggles for influence in the Cold War
era (especially from 1950’s to the 70’s), supported the creation of a vibrant neoliberal global political economy in which accumulation of natural resources
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occupies a significant place (Bridge, McCarthy, & Perreault, 2015). The experience
of colonization also contributed immensely in shaping theoretical thinking in
academia. Post-colonial thinking, concepts and theories emerged in several
disciplines including Geography and International Development, and continue to
evolve as research untangles the complex dynamics of colonization in
contemporary analysis of unequal power relations. Though difficult to unpack,
post-colonial concepts and theories stand as criticisms to the failures of
contemporary theories that assume dominant colonial thinking. They take the
form of historical accounts of how people and places negotiate decolonization,
and as a method of analyzing the colonial logics and practices in the dominance of
Western culture and scientific approaches. As a result, post-colonial scholarship
“rewrites history and ecology from the point of view of the colonized subject and
so inverts the privilege enjoyed at the expense of the world’s most marginal
people” (Robbins, 2006: 314). In a more specific example, Leff (2015) maintains
that the evolution of concepts such as political ecology in the context of lowincome countries has been a response to colonial histories of inequalities in
ecology and cultural conditions. Bridge et al (2015) emphasize political ecology as
a program of action laced in “decolonization, emancipation, cultural re-invention,
and the re-appropriation of nature” (Bridge et al., 2015: 6). The theoretical imprint
of acquisition of land under colonization is also well laid out in First Nation
scholarship.

One

prominent

theoretical

foundation

is

‘environmental

dispossession’ which describes (and serves as a frame of analyzing) how
indigenous populations are denied access to traditional lands/environments and
the impact that has on health and wellbeing (Richmond et al., 2005).
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In addition, Marx’s theory of primitive accumulation (Marx, 1967) has come
to the fore in the analysis of land acquisitions and enclosures. Largely
romanticized in the field of Geography by David Harvey’s discussion of primitive
accumulation in ``The New Imperialism`` (Harvey, 2003), the notion that global
neo-liberal project has reached the periphery with processes of accumulation by
dispossession has come to stay (Gillespie, 2016; Glassman, 2006). In noting this
process of advancement of capitalism, Harvey (2003) described accumulation by
dispossession as an integral part of foreign policy in the United States in which
privatization of the `commons` under the guise of global environmental
governance and trade relations serves as ``the cutting edge …`` (Harvey, 2003:
157). Further work on Marx`s principles of primitive accumulation by Glassman
(2006) discusses the theory of appropriation as an expansive and continuous
capture of economic resources in low-income countries under the heading
`accumulation by extra economic means`. In the view of Glassman (2006), this
form of appropriation not only relates to enclosure of ecologies and spaces, it also
includes the reconfiguration and reproduction of social systems to which the
``accumulation process has both extensive (geographical) and an intensive (social)
frontier…`` (Glassman, 2006: 622). Despite the rich empirical and theoretical
foundations of the recent wave of LSLA, I join other contemporary scholars (e.g.
Davis et al., 2014; Dell’Angelo et al., 2017; Ferring & Hausermann, 2019; Gilbert,
2015; Hausermann et al., 2018) in arguing for expansion of the theoretical and
analytical frontiers of LSLAs into ‘non-traditional’ realms such as its impacts on the
health and wellbeing of local populations.
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2.3.

The ‘new’ Large Scale Land Acquisition: What is it and at what scale?
Given the context in Section 2.2 above, the announcement that large

parcels of land were being acquired in low-income countries, first made by the
Genetic Resources Action International (GRAIN) publication of land investments in
Africa, Latin America, Asia and some parts of Europe in 2008, attracted
considerable attention from policymakers, activists and academics. Indeed, within
a short spate of time (by 2010), what was initially considered media hype because
of its continuous presence in the media landscape, was transformed into a welldeveloped body of multidisciplinary research with a focus on understanding the
places, actors and processes through which LSLAs are occurring. Contributions of
early scholarship such as Von Braun and Meinzen-Dick’s (2009) mapping of
reported land deals to risks and opportunities compiled by the International Food
Policy Research Institute, Deininger et al.’s (2008) study of the processes of land
titling in Ethiopia (one of the hotspots of land acquisitions), and Cotula et al.’s
(2009) analysis of whether LSLAs was an agenda of land grabbing or a
development tool, together highlighted important complexities and set the stage
for the development of discourses and debates in this area of research. The media
hype had also pushed LSLAs to the forefront of global policy agenda for activists
and development organizations to engage with at multiple-scales (Dell’Angelo et
al., 2017; Zoomers & Kaag, 2014; Zoomers, van Noorloos, Otsuki, Steel, & van
Westen, 2017).
Key concepts and theories developed over time in relation to land
accumulation re-emerge in the analyses and debates in LSLAs. For instance,
proponents, particularly coming from the World Bank and other international
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financial institutions, situated LSLAs as a dynamic investment opportunity with
enormous economic benefit for low-income countries. The World Bank’s
publication, “Awakening Africa’s sleeping giant: prospects for commercial farming in
the Guinea Savannah Zone and Beyond” in 2009 is one of many policy papers
supporting acquisitions of land in Africa and other low-income countries. On the
other hand, opposition mainly from NGOs revisited colonization and post-colonial
scholarship to help deconstruct the unequal power interplay and related unethical
and immoral positioning of LSLAs. With examples of adverse impacts on local
livelihoods and ecology, activists and scholars alike, highlight the damage posed
by the emerging phenomenon. As explained by Balehegn (2015), the term ‘land
grabbing’ surfaced in 2008 to consciously depict how a powerful Global North was
taking over lands from a powerless Global South. According to Borras and
colleagues, this framing “echoes the land grabs that underwrote both colonialism
and imperialism” (Borras, Hall, Scoones, White, & Wolford, 2011: 209). Others
describe it as a neo-liberalist agenda meant to ignite the re-colonization of
developing countries (Hall, 2011; Liberti, 2013). Aside these connections to
previous eras of land acquisitions, the current wave proves to be unique on
several fronts and presents significantly complex dynamics that have engaged the
attention of researchers and policymakers.
Large Scale Land Acquisition is a fluid concept that is widely used to
characterize the rise in land deals in low-income countries. Among scholars,
various terms have been deployed to represent their conceptual understanding,
political and ideological positions, but also to shape and frame discourses. For
instance, scholars have used ‘land grab’, ‘land grabbing’ and ‘global land rush’ to
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depict how wealthier nations and corporations acting as investors capture lands
from poor populations in low incomes countries (Balehegn, 2015; Borras & Franco,
2012; Daniel & Mittal, 2009)1. Others including the World Bank use ‘large scale land
investment’ to shed off any undertones of power imbalance and help frame a
discourse depicting land acquisitions as investment tools for the benefit of local
populations. LSLA is, however, widely accepted because of its comprehensive
representation of important dimensions of land deals (e.g. scale, processes and
actors). This notwithstanding, the use of ‘acquisition’ has been critiqued as
erroneously denoting a willing seller and buyer in a transactional process, and for
that matter fails to represent the crude processes involved (e.g. displacement of
local population) and their associated adverse impacts on local populations
(Margulis, 2014).
Amidst contrasting and changing definitions, Zoomers (2010) indicated
that LSLAs are trans-border transactions that often results in leasing of land for a
period more than 30 years or an outright purchase of land of size at least 5,000
hectares by a foreign investor or initiated by a foreign government. Two years
later, Anseeuw et al. (2012) emphasized that LSLAs often involves the transfer of
right of land use from smallholder farmers and other critical environmental
purposes to commercial use by investors. According to them, the land size
involved must be 200 hectares or more, and the deal must have been completed
not before year 2000. In a recent study, Gilbert (2015) acknowledged the
1

Land grabbing is:
a. “a catch-all phrase to refer to the explosion of (trans)national commercial land transactions and
land speculation in recent years mainly, but not solely, around the large-scale production and export
of food and biofuels” (Borras & Franco, 2012: 12).
b. “the purchase or lease of vast tracts of land by weather, food-insecure nations and private investors
from mostly poor, developing countries in order to produce crops for export” (Daniel & Mittel,
2009: 1).
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conflicting positions of scholars relating to what size of land should be large
enough to be considered large scale. Although in agreement with Anseeuw et al.’s
(2012) 200 hectare lower threshold, Gilbert (2015) indicated that some scholars
peg the base size at 10,000 hectares while others raise it to 500,000 hectares.
These contrasting definitions highlight a varying mix of two important dynamics. A
quantitative component based on a highly arbitrary minimum land size threshold;
and a qualitative component, which is more focused on processes of local land
tenancy and experiences of land acquisitions within a context of other ecological
and environmental dynamics (e.g. climate change). While these together provide
a more comprehensive understanding and a widely appealing definition of LSLAs,
a qualitative centered definition is more appropriate for studies aiming to analyze
the impact of LSLAs on local populations since the overarching question in such
studies is more about impacts and less about the size of land involved. I return to
discuss this in the methods section of the dissertation.
Meanwhile quantifying the scale of LSLAs has been a tenuous issue, and
numbers have remained patchy largely due to high secrecy and corruption
associated with most deals. Indeed, Hall (2011) suggests that, corruption and
behind-the-door signing of land deals are significant features of LSLA. Despite
these difficulties with data, estimates from the Land Matrix, an independent
global land monitoring initiative, shows a remarkable increase in the number of
land acquisitions since 2009. As of July 2019, the Land Matrix reports that 1,662
land deals involving 49 million hectares had been concluded and an additional 303
deals (30 million hectares) were under negotiation, failed or abandoned (Land
Matrix, 2019). Geographical distribution shows that Africa is the hotbed of land
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acquisitions, having about 59% of all deals (974), involving 44% (34 million
hectares) of all lands acquired. Acquisition of large parcels of land is a complex
phenomenon considering the multiple stakeholders and the complicated
processes involved. Who are the actors and their relationships, forms of
acquisitions, and what uses are acquired lands put into, are constantly evolving
and continue to add to the messy nature of LSLAs (Hall, 2011).
2.4.

Unpacking the ‘new’ LSLA: Drivers, Actors and Forms
The recent wave of LSLAs is taking place within a fast globalizing world,

where institutions including the United Nations and its agencies (i.e. the Food and
Agricultural Organization), the World Bank, and the International Monitory Fund
are championing global agendas relating to ecological resource use (e.g. climate
change actions, and the Sustainable Development Goals). At the same time,
technological advancement has promoted global interaction, and together with
market liberalization, increasing the volume and flow of investments across the
world, particularly into low-income countries as Foreign Direct Investments—a
significant

indicator

of

economic

progress.

Globalization

also

means

intensification of social relations in a way that makes it possible for the impacts of
local phenomena to be experienced elsewhere, far away from their origin. Against
this background, the recent wave of large scale land acquisitions has been more
complicated than previous waves, and often assumes a ‘global face’ (Cotula, 2013;
Zoomers, 2010). Thus, analyzing the human health impacts of LSLAs among local
populations requires unpacking the likely drivers, actors and forms across scale.
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2.4.1. Drivers of Large Scale Land Acquisitions
Unlike previous waves of acquisitions, this current wave is underpinned by
discourses of shared global imperatives—the need to address impending food
insecurity, energy, and climate crises while growing the economies of low income
countries (Arezki et al., 2013; Zoomers, 2010). The rise in grain prices in 2007/08
ignited a rush for fertile lands on two fronts. On one hand, the world was
awakened to the stark reality and fear of potential global food insecurity, and
governments from high-income countries responded by re-prioritizing food
production, and in the process set in motion an agenda to search and acquire
fertile agriculture lands in developing countries for food production (Arezki et al.,
2013; Cotula, Vermeulen, Leonard, & Keeley, 2009; Zoomers, 2010; Rulli &
D’Odorico, 2014; Tilman, Balzer, Hill, & Befort, 2011; Weis, 2013). On the other
hand, rising food prices promoted food production as a viable investment
portfolio, especially during the financial crises of 2007/2008, when fleeing capital
from traditional investment portfolios searched for more stable alternatives and
high yielding investment opportunities. Large corporations became more
interested in land acquisitions in low-income countries for the ‘new business’ of
producing grains for export (Arezki et al., 2013; GRAIN, 2008; Lahiff, 2015; Rulli &
D’Odorico, 2014).
Furthermore, global action to address the climate crisis has contributed to
the craze for land investment. Investment in green energy and carbon markets,
particularly advocated by the European climate change concession in the
Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Degradation (REDD+) program, has
given impetus for acquisition of large parcels of land. The explosion of palm oil
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plantations and jetropha farms in Tanzania, Ghana, Sierra Leone, Kenya and
Ethiopia in response to calls for a shift to ‘green energy’ production in no small
way has increased the spate of LSLAs (Corson, MacDonald, & Neimark, 2013;
GRAIN, 2014). While McAfee (2003) long indicated the sale of nature as green
developmentalism in the Global South, financial mechanisms and rewards
introduced by REDD+ are motivating land acquisitions for forest conservation
among NGOs, state agencies and local communities (Fairhead, Leach, & Scoones,
2012; Scheba & Rakotonarivo, 2016). Evidence in rural Tanzania highlights how
implementation of REDD+ as a pro-poor strategy by NGOs increased the rush for
lands for forest conservation, and in the process fuels land conflicts (Scheba &
Rakotonarivo, 2016). Similarly, eco-tourism development is attracting considerable
investments into eco-parks/wildlife safari and water eco-tourism (Benjaminsen &
Bryceson, 2012; Gardner, 2012), with its attendant coercive conservation and
dispossession of lands in the pretext of protecting vulnerable ecologies and
developing/conserving paradisiacal spaces (Ojeda, 2012).
However, unrelated to any production motive is the influence of
speculation in land market. In anticipation of future rise in land value, some
investors acquire large tracts of land to store the value of their investment capital
against shocks in the financial sector or resell at a higher value in the future
(Daniel & Mittal, 2009). This form of acquisition manifests the crude accumulative
character of capital. Unknown to local populations and state agencies, some
investors in LSLAs target profiteering from land sales rather than engaging in
production. Also, old drivers of land acquisitions, particularly mining, oil drilling
and infrastructural expansion have attained prominence with the emergence of
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new powerful investors from Asia, the Gulf region and Latin America, bringing
greater competition in the scramble for the remaining zones of ecological
resources (Zoomers, 2010). In support of this position, a recent study in Ghana by
Hausermann et al. (2018) highlighted how foreigners are colluding with locals to
aggressively exploit gold resources in very fragile environments (e.g. rivers).
Despite being framed as an outside imposition, some scholars have
indicated how local factors act as a pull force for the rising trends in LSLAs. Central
in this discussion is the contested notion that LSLAs occurs in places where the
primary commodity (i.e. land and other ecological resources) is available
(Anseeuw & Taylor, 2014; Li, 2014). Classification of some lands as ‘vacant’ can be
attributed to land administration and governance challenges. Lands in common
ownership, mostly without formal titles, are associated with serious ambiguities,
particularly when subjected to transactional processes in land investment. As a
result, there is widespread neo-patrimonialism, whereby traditional and political
leaders mandated to regulate land allocation rather exploit gaps, and declare
lands as vacant to sell out to investors (Ahmed, Kuusaana, & Gasparatos, 2018;
Anseeuw & Taylor, 2014; Bujko, Fischer, Krieger, & Meierrieks, 2016). Findings from
a longitudinal study spanning 2000 to 2011 involving 156 countries confirm a
strong positive association between corruption and number of large scale land
deals (Bujko et al., 2016). Other scholars alluded to ideological shift of
governments to western modernist styled agricultural systems (large scale
production) over smallholder agriculture (Ahmed et al., 2018; Dell’Angelo et al.,
2017; German et al., 2013), rapid population growth and urbanisation as local
drivers of LSLAs (Edelman, Oya, & Borras Jr, 2016; Zoomers, 2010). The foregoing

32
discussion demonstrates that LSLAs is a complex phenomenon shaped by multiple
factors across varied scales.
2.4.2. Actors in Large Scale Land Acquisitions
At the centre of LSLAs are actors (i.e. investors, governments, landowners,
and ordinary community land users) with varying degree of political and economic
power. Contrary to the binary framing—powerful foreign ‘grabber’ versus
powerless populations—actors in LSLAs are dotted along a spectrum of landbased social relations in and across multiple scales. Complexities in actors’
relations tend to blur the lines between who is an investor and whose land is
being grabbed. A recent study in Northern Ghana found the emergence of intra
familial land grabbing, whereby wealthier family members use their power to
take-over lands being used by their poorer counterparts in order to expand their
farm sizes as they embrace mechanization (Kansanga, Andersen, Atuoye, &
Mason-Renton, 2018). In the larger scheme of LSLAs, these wealthy household
members also lose their land to more powerful individuals and bigger farming and
mining corporations, demonstrating how varying power relations is associated
with varying levels of land grabbing. Investors in themselves are evolving. The
‘single’ foreign investor character in LSLAs is long been abandoned. In place,
scholars have acknowledged the emergence of collaborative land investment
models involving local and foreign investors, as well as the practice of chain land
lease transfers (Hall, 2011).
Government as an actor is confined to facilitating processes of LSLAs by
putting in place pro-investor policies and legal regime to attract investment to the
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land sector. Some scholars have argued that this role has `thin out` government`s
influence in local development agenda setting, and thereby surrenders the
sovereignty of low-income countries to foreign investors (Fairbairn, 2015; Sassen,
2013). While this may portray governments and state agencies as powerless actors
in the neo-liberal political economy of LSLAs, others suggest the practice of state
mediated commodification and takeover of lands from smallholder farmers rather
`thickens` state influence and consolidates a long-running coercion of agrarian
populations by states (Cotula, 2013; Li, 2014). Regardless of how the state exercise
power relative to other actors, it is evident that it has overbearing power over
smallholder farmers and local populations, which further demonstrates that
power of influence in the process of LSLAs reduces along the multiple levels of
actors—from global to household level. However, recent land reforms in some
low-income countries is shifting agency in land deals. Land reforms in Tanzania,
for example, are bringing into prominence the role of community level actors in
LSLAs (Pedersen, 2016).
2.4.3. Forms of Large Scale Land Acquisitions
Similar to the complex social and power relations, LSLAs takes several
forms, including outright land purchase, land leasing, contract farming, outgrower schemes and forest enclosures (Fairhead et al., 2012; Hall, 2011; Sulle &
Nelson, 2009). On the ground, LSLAs involves a combination of these forms. For
instance, outright purchase of land for commercial farming may also employ local
labour as contract farmers. However, to benefit analysis and understanding, Hall
(2011) proposed five interrelated forms of LSLAs occurring on a spectrum of

34
varying levels of risk of dispossession of local populations. Firstly, LSLAs can take
the form of short-term acquisition involving less investment, largely for extractive
production activities. The temporary nature of these acquisitions relates to the
live-span of the targeted resources. An example of this form of acquisition is
observed by Hausermann et al. (2018) in the recent gold rush among local and
foreign small scale miners in Ghana.
Second is the ‘enclave model’, which involves outright acquisition of land.
Mostly, this form of acquisition leads to dispossession and displacement of local
populations and their economic activities, and in some instances involves
relocation to marginal lands (Borras & Franco, 2012; Kenney-Lazar, 2018; Shete &
Rutten, 2015). Investors in this form of LSLAs tend to construct production and
social infrastructure such as roads, equipment storage and repair facilities to
support the operation of their business. This form of acquisition is particularly
associated with much of the debates and activism in LSLAs because of its
enormous risks to local populations in the form of human rights abuses (Cotula,
2014), food security challenges (Fairhead et al., 2012; Rulli & D’Odorico, 2014), and
psychosocial health effects (Richmond & Ross, 2009).
Third, the ‘colonist-styled model’ of land use is identified as one of the
forms of recent LSLAs (Hall, 2011). With this form, lands are designated as
economic zones and industrial enclaves/parks by host governments and allocated
to investors for priority economic activities (i.e. commercial farming, and
manufacturing). It can be argued that this form of acquisition generates less
conflict between local populations and investors because of the role of
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government in fore-fronting these lands. Recent examples of this form of land
appropriation is seen in on-going land administration reforms in most African
countries (e.g. Ghana, Tanzania), in which land banks and land markets are
created to facilitate land acquisition and secure land investments (Collins &
Mitchell, 2017).
Fourthly, LSLAs also occurs as out-grower schemes. In this form of land
acquisitions, investors establish farm produce processing centres and then
incorporate smallholder farmers into the chain of production (Hall, 2011). With the
promise of improving livelihoods in a ‘new’ crop production, local smallholder
farmers often shift away from traditional crops. In biofuel production in Tanzania,
Ethiopia and Madagascar, smallholder farmers are recruited to produce jetrofa to
feed bio-energy processing plants (Hall, 2011; Sulle & Nelson, 2009; Thornhill,
Vargyas, Fitzgerald, & Chisholm, 2016; Zoomers, 2010). Relatedly, the fifth form of
acquisition involves incorporation of smallholder farmers into a product value
chain, but in this case, without a processing centre. The investor acts as an
intermediary between the farmer and final producer (e.g. manufacturers). The
model employed in cotton production in the Sahelian region in Africa depicts this
form of LSLAs (Maisonneuve et al., 2014). The fourth and fifth forms of LSLAs are
more subtle approaches of appropriating land without attracting the usual local
resistance and contestations associated with LSLAs (Hall, 2011).
2.5.

LSLAs impacts as source of contested discourses
Large scale land acquisition is a contentious subject, with debates polarised

along discourses in support and against its implementation. Although the debate
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has largely remained on its impacts, most scholars frame their arguments around
the assumptions underwriting land acquisitions. For proponents, mainly led by the
World Bank and the International Monitoring Fund2, the main narrative driving
their push for LSLAs has been the notion that countries in low-income countries
particularly those in sub-Saharan Africa have abundant ‘idle’ agricultural lands and
natural resources which can be leveraged for the development of their economies
and communities (Deininger et al., 2011). The World Bank paints a picture of
ineffectiveness of existing smallholder agriculture in utilising available agricultural
lands, and argues for increase in agricultural productivity to address the relatively
high incidence of food insecurity. The bank, therefore, seeks to position land
investment as a development strategy for low-income countries in which
smallholder farmers would re-learn farming and improve productivity through
technological transfers from large scale farming, while local communities benefit
from social infrastructure development including schools, hospitals, roads and
potable water (Deininger et al., 2011). This ‘development’ discourse is supported
by the African Development Bank (AfDB) in their Feed Africa Initiative (2016-2025)
(AfDB, 2016). The initiative identified low agricultural productivity as having
multiplier impact on poverty, food security and nutrition, and overall wellbeing,
and argued that, several years of low investment to the agricultural sector
accounted for much of the problem. Nevertheless, the initiative aims to end
hunger and achieve net food export in 2025 by implementing agricultural
transformation similar to the one proposed by the World Bank (AfDB, 2016: 6).

2 The World

Bank and the International Monetary Fund are two institutions mandated by the neo-liberal
capital to superintend economic policy decisions in low-income countries.
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Although the need for agricultural investment in low-income countries is
not in doubt, most of the World Bank`s assumptions underpinning LSLAs have
been called into questions, with several case studies contradicting the anticipated
positive impacts. For starters, the fundamental assumption of abundant ‘idle’ and
‘vacant’ lands has been criticized as misrepresenting land tenure and land use
patterns in Africa and other developing countries (Hall, 2011; Li, 2014). Li (2014)
argues that, ‘statistical picturing’ land considered arable and vacant using geospatial tools often miss important land tenure nuances. For example, lands serving
as pastoral fields at different times of the year (Moreda, 2015; Shete & Rutten,
2015), woodlands reserved for fuelwood harvesting, hunting grounds, sacred
lands and familial lands, which more often are without formal titles, are
statistically miscategorised as vacant lands (Hall, 2011; Li, 2014). This has given rise
to a situation where investor interest in the supposed ‘vacant’ lands collides with
existing local land use systems, thereby leading to several cases of land
dispossession and displacement of local communities (Benjaminsen & Bryceson,
2012; Borras et al., 2011; Shete & Rutten, 2015).
Furthermore, LSLAs is associated with environmental degradation on a
scale far greater than what is caused by smallholder agriculture (CorriveauBourque, Nelson, Pritchard, Stanfield, & Unruh, 2013; Coscieme et al., 2018; Davis,
Yu, Rulli, Pichdara, & D’Odorico, 2015; Rudel, 2015). It also promotes replacement
of enduring smallholder based livelihoods with casual and low paying jobs on large
scale farms (Li, 2011). The focus of LSLAs on export oriented production is
evidenced as contributing to the transfer of land investment outputs outside
production territories (Cotula et al., 2009; Zoomers, 2010). In Natal and Zululand in
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South Africa, Schnurr (2013) traces how persistent introduction of cotton as a
viable export oriented development strategy between 1844 and 1933 destroyed
local agriculture, but also entrenched racialized agricultural divide between white
settle farmers in large scale production of cotton and Africans in smallholder
agriculture. These dynamics consolidated white political rule with the expansion
of state power through cotton production into Zululand (Schnurr, 2013). Criticisms
of the ‘development’ discourse started a conversation on ‘cleaning up’ LSLAs,
which has been extensively discussed in the empirical chapters.
2.6.

Theoretical Contexts
Although different theoretical and conceptual perspectives are applied in

addressing specific research questions in the three empirical chapters of this
dissertation (therapeutic landscapes in Chapter Four, ecological governance in
Chapter Five, and political ecologies in Chapter Six), it is important that I discuss
the broader theoretical underpinnings of the dissertation and provide a
conceptual framework that drives the main research question of the dissertation.
By this, I carefully delineate the theoretical boundaries of the dissertation from
the many theoretical strands explaining the rise of LSLAs and their impacts among
local populations, and provide a conceptual framework for analysing the
psychosocial health impacts of LSLAs. Thus, this section is segmented into two
parts, with the first dwelling on theoretical perspectives underpinning the
processes and impacts of LSLAs more broadly, while the second discusses a
potential conceptual framework for explaining LSLAs impacts on human health,
more specifically, psychosocial health.
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2.6.1. Explaining LSLAs and its impacts: Theoretical and conceptual perspectives
The main body of the literature on LSLAs impacts continues on the
trajectory of previous waves of land acquisitions (e.g. colonisation and the rise of
plantation farms in the America) with theories and concepts shaping out to
explain the evolving dynamics (Edelman, Oya, & Borras Jr, 2013; Ferring &
Hausermann, 2019). Taking note of the theoretical turns in LSLAs, Edelman et al.
(2013) identified the period from 2007 when news about LSLAs was announced by
NGOs (e.g. GRAIN) up to 2012 as a ‘make sense’ period. It was the period when
actors (i.e. media, NGOs, policymakers and academics) interrogated questions
relating to “what is happening, where and when, who is involved, how much land
is involved, and how many people are being expelled from their land? How do we
define land grab? What do we count? How do we count? How do we interpret our
sources?” (Edelman et al., 2013: 1520). These questions and their epistemological
stance tend to reflect the previous experiences of land acquisitions but
interestingly, laid the foundation of on-going debates within and across varied
theoretical foundations. Amidst the challenge of data availability and limited ‘onground research’, the contributions of early works in explaining the scale, scope
and drivers of LSLAs undoubtedly moved the topic a step forward. At the same
time, introduced substantial gaps, and over simplified important complex
dynamics, which propelled much of the theorization in the immediate period
(Edelman et al., 2013).
I discuss the broad spectrum of theoretical and conceptual perspectives
that explain different but connected dimensions of LSLAs in three broad
strokes—perspectives on processes (why and how LSLAs occur), impacts (what
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and how local populations are impacted) and reaction (actions to address/remedy
impacts). These groupings are not in anyway intended to de-emphasize
theoretical conflicts in each group or mask the between group complementarities
and interconnectedness.
Theoretical and conceptual perspectives on LSLA processes
The positioning of LSLAs as a ‘new’ phenomenon mainly by
developmentalist portrays societies in low-income countries as poor and
vulnerable in need of ‘development’ through land investment. Thus, the processes
in place for LSLAs are conceptualized and reformed to satisfy this agenda (See
Deininger et al., 2011). Nevertheless, the developmentalist image coined for LSLAs
has been criticized as a ‘half-story’ characterization because of the absence of an
historical context. According to Edelman et al. (2013), historical processes
preceding LSLA are as important as the situational context, given the fact that
neither one fully explains how it occurs and the impacts it creates. Against this
background, theoretical perspectives taking de-colonization perspectives, argued
that LSLA is a colonizing enterprise and another ‘face’ of domination by global
powers (Carmody & Taylor, 2016; Edelman et al., 2013; Liberti, 2013; Robertson &
Pinstrup-Andersen, 2010). Edelman and León (2013) describe these ‘faces’ of
domination over land control as occurring in repeated cycles; rise in LSLAs
coincides with periods of liberal policies, and followed by agrarian reforms and
violent land conflicts. In their study, Carmody and Taylor (2016) combine
colonization theoretical perspectives and ecological appropriation into what they
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called ‘ecolonization’ to demonstrate how cyclical and structured processes of
land appropriation had played out over time.
Other scholars from Marxist school underscored the point that LSLA
represents on-going accumulative processes of capital tied to dispossession of
local populations. Harvey (2003) explained dispossession as a way of reducing the
value of labour to the possible minimum in order for capital to procure profit in
the process of production. However, Harvey’s idea of dispossession acting as a
balancing mechanism in times of over-accumulation by capital has been contested
by the work of Glasssman (2006) and Levien (2012). Glassman’s theory of
accumulation by extra-economic means emphasises land dispossession as an
outcome of coercion in which actions such as legal processes and violence are
applied to take over land. Similarly, Levien (2012) argues that, “the only coherent
way of defining dispossession is the use of extra-economic coercion to
expropriate means of production, subsistence or common social wealth for capital
accumulation” (Levien 2012: 930).
It is note worthy that despite the seeming generalisation of dispossession,
the recent land grabbing is not occurring everywhere and at anytime there is overaccumulation and/or the exercise of extra-economic means. In explaining this
dynamic, Kennedy-Lazar (2018) agreed with Levien’s (2012) regimes of
dispossession framing of patterns of dispossession as arising from social,
economic and ideological assemblages of state structures, but argued such
framing is limited in analysing the nuances inherent in the complex geographies of
land grabbing. Instead, Kennedy-Lazar (2018) proposes the Gramscian-based
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framework of environmental and resources governance “which sheds light on the
networked but power-laden social and political relationships that shape the
geographies of a regime of dispossession” (Kennedy-Lazar, 2018: 683). This
framework emphasises the roles of multiple actors and processes in a relational
system of power and control over land and land-based resources. Thus, LSLAs
occurs in places where power dynamics between actors and processes removes
barriers of capital accumulation by dispossession.
Theoretical perspectives on LSLAs Impacts
Similar to LSLAs processes, its impacts are outcomes of the very political
economy that entrenches relational power dynamics in land acquisitions
(Dell’Angelo et al., 2017; Elmhirst, Siscawati, Basnett, & Ekowati, 2017). The
relational power dynamics among actors ensure the most powerless accrues the
greatest risks, but accumulates no or limited proportion of the positive outcomes
of LSLAs (Elmhirst et al., 2017; Li, 2011; Shete & Rutten, 2015). The study of
differentiated impacts of LSLAs have largely employed political ecology
conceptual framework which explains everyday relational dynamics and
interactions among people and the environment in a structured political economy
(Robbins, 2012). Political ecology emphasises unequal power among actors in the
use and control of environmental resources within an historical and cultural
context, while embracing the notion that both human actors and the environment
(non-human) have “the capacity to be acted upon, and the capacity to act”
(Braun, 2004:1354). Political ecology is given much space in the analysis of
differentiated LSLAs food security impacts in Chapter Five.
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Consequently, LSLAs Impacts have broader implications on theorizing
agrarian populations’ livelihood and sustainability transitions. For instance, Li
(2011) foregrounds the discussion of LSLAs impact on what happens to agrarian
labour after land is appropriated. In her analysis, labour is either displaced, in
which case is rendered unemployed and vulnerable, or subsumed into large scale
farming under unfavourable conditions. In both situations, local population’s
livelihoods are adversely affected and development of prospective agrarian
change transitions thwarted. Rosset (2011) underscored the implications of LSLAs
impacts on food sovereignty and food rights of local populations, while
McMichael (2012) argues that, LSLAs is a crucial part of the global neo-liberal
agenda of restructuring global food regime into agri-business which captures
and/or pushes local agrarian livelihoods and food productions systems to the
margins.
Theoretical perspectives reaction/remedying adverse LSLAs Impacts
The impacts of LSLAS on local populations have not gone unchallenged.
Social movement theory and critical agrarian literature have provided fuel for
mobilizing local resistance to land grabbing from local populations (Borras &
Franco, 2013; Hall et al., 2015; Temper, 2019). According to Borras and Franco
(2013), reaction against LSLAs is organised around fighting displacement and
dispossession; fighting exploitation and for incorporation into land deals; and
struggle for restoration of land access through land redistribution. Meer &
Schnurr (2013) found in South Africa that limited space for engagement tend to
promote violent attacks on large scale land investment as the only form of
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reaction from local populations in such a situation. However, contrary to the
dominant discourse framing local resistance to LSLAs as a popular rejection,
Baird’s (2017) concept of contingent contestation opens up a more nuanced
understanding of resistance to LSLAs as depended on a marriage of factors
including history, identities/ethnicities, politics and geography. This suggests
resistance to LSLAs may not occur in certain place, or may be different across
space. As noted by Edelman et al. (2016) these theoretical positions relate back to
the broader multi-scalar political economy within which LSLAs occurs.

2.6.2. Centralizing health in LSLAs: A look to ecological change and human health
framework
Large scale land acquisitions in no small way are contributing to ecological
change with impacts studied from varied theoretical and conceptual backgrounds
(as noted above). Despite the diversity of theoretical thinking in explaining
impacts of LSLAs, the element of health impacts associated with this form of
ecological change is less apparent. This crucial neglect as indicated in Chapter
One, underpins the central question in this dissertation—how LSLAs impact the
health and wellbeing of local populations. I look to Myers et al.'s (2013) ecological
change and health framework to ground my theorization of LSLAs impact on
human health, particularly psychosocial health. The critical gaps, which Myers et
al. (2013) seek to explain centre on how ecological change can lead to multiple
and simultaneous positive and negative health impacts, and how studies of these
health impacts have missed nuances in respect of differentials among individuals
and populations. What is apparent is the limited attention of Myers et al.'s (2013)
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framework on processes of ecological change and how political and economic
forces such as LSLAs can influence both the intensity and geographic spread of
ecological change (see Figure 1).

Figure 1: Ecological change and human health framework-Adopted from Myers et
al. (2013)

As indicated on Figure 1 above, Myers et al. (2013) conceptualize that three
phenomena lead to deterioration of ecological services known to impact on
health of populations—changes in land use and land cover, resource scarcity, and
climate change. In this dissertation (as extensively discussed in the first section of
this chapter), I argued that these three phenomena are contingent on human
activities that are economic and political, of which the recent wave of LSLA is one.
In my conceptualization, LSLAs fuel and influence the three phenomena identified
in Myers et al.’s (2013) framework. For instance, dam construction, livestock
keeping/ranging, construction of roads and other features of urbanizations,
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deforestation and conservation, agricultural extension and intensification, all
require acquisition of large parcels of lands. These acquisitions imply competition
and over-exploitation of land-based resources leading to natural resource scarcity.
Climate change either occurring through LSLAs or through other processes also
contribute to scarcity of natural resources, and as well pose risk to human health.
The combined effect of these phenomena has consequences for the availability of
clean air, safe water, food and nutrition security and environmental sustainability
(i.e. maintenance of stable environment, protection from natural hazards and
regulation of infectious diseases).
At the population level, negative (psychosocial) health impacts of
ecological service deterioration are however buttressed by social support and
social capital, suggesting that those populations without these interventionist
programs and local level support are likely to experience psychosocial health
impacts of LSLAs. Myers et al. (2013) argue that negative health impacts are
mediated by wealth differentials. I extend the argument for inequalities on health
with a focus on contextual and compositional factors. This theoretical framing of
health impacts of LSLAs is brought back into other well-established theoretical
and conceptual frameworks such as social determinants of health and political
ecologies of health in the empirical section of this dissertation.
2.7.

Conclusion
In this chapter, I contextualise impacts of LSLAs as emerging from complex

processes of, and justifications for LSLAs, and explain how by adopting ecological
change and human health theoretical framing, human health and wellbeing,

47
particularly psychosocial health, can take its deserved space in LSLAs literature
and theory. The first part of the chapter provided a context—drivers, actors and
forms of LSLAs, and the second part explained the theoretical landscape in which
LSLAs have been discussed, while the last part discussed the theoretical guide for
the dissertation.
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CHAPTER THREE
3.0.

RESEARCH CONTEXT AND DESIGN

3.1.

Introduction
This chapter lays out the study context and design. Given the integrated

approach of the thesis, the method sections in the individual empirical chapters
are aligned with specific research questions. Thus, when read together, they
somewhat present disjointed description of why and how the study was designed
and implemented. Consequently, this chapter complements the study context and
methods in the individual empirical chapters to provide a unified and
comprehensive research context for the dissertation. I explain the geographical
context of Tanzania with a focus on the coastal zone—the research setting for
this dissertation. In addition, I discuss land governance and trends in large scale
land acquisitions (LSLAs) in the country. In the second section of the chapter, I
present the study design, connecting back to the main research question,
theoretical underpinnings, and their ontological positioning. I concluded with a
summary of the salient discussions in the chapter.
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3.2.

The United Republic of Tanzania in Context

3.2.1. Geographies of Tanzania
As noted in Chapter One, this research was undertaken in Tanzania. The
United Republic of Tanzania comprises of mainland Tanzania and Zanzibar3. By
location the country lies between longitude 29o and 49o East and latitude 1o and
12o South, and bounded by eight countries—Kenya and Uganda in the North;
Mozambique in the South; Rwanda, Burundi and the Democratic Republic of
Congo in the West; Malawi and Zambia in South West; and the Indian Ocean in the
East. In respect of size, Tanzania is the largest in East Africa, covering an
estimated area of 947,300 km2 (885,800 km2 of land area and 61,500 km2 of inland
water). (URT, 2017.), and has a narrow continental shelf ranging from 3 to 10 km
wide (Bourget et al., 2008), or as explained in reference to the 200 Nautical Miles
point, a shelf from 4 to 60 km along the coast of the Indian Ocean (Jiddawi &
Öhman, 2002).
The Great East African Rift Valley, a plateauing landscape created by
geological faulting and volcanic activities in East Africa, traverse the north-eastern
part of the country, and provides a vastly contrasting topography. The highest
point rises to 5,895 meters above sea level at the peak of Mount Kilimanjaro (the
highest point in Africa, popularly called ‘the Roof of Africa’) while the lowest point
settles at 1,470 metres above sea level on the bed of Lake Tanganyika—the
deepest and longest freshwater lake in Africa and the second deepest in the
world. Other important lakes include Nyasa and Rukwa located in the Western

3 Zanzibar

is a semi-autonomous region comprising Zanzibar itself, Pemba and other smaller islands, joined
into a Union with the mainland, the then Tanganyika in 1964.
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branch of the Rift Valley; Manyara, Eyasi and Natron in the Eastern branch; and
Victoria, a volcanic lake draining into the Nile River (Jiddawi & Öhman, 2002; TDHS,
2016; URT, 2019).

Figure 2: Map of Tanzania indicating study regions and districts
Climatic conditions are markedly distributed across the country. While the
peak of Mount Kilimanjaro is covered with snow, the rest of the country
experiences the north-eastern and south-eastern monsoon winds, which tend to
influence

rainfall

variability.

The

north-eastern

monsoon

winds

are

characteristically dry and blow southwards from the northern end of the country
between December and March. On the other hand, the south-eastern monsoons
are ‘rain carrying’ winds that blow from south to north between March and
September. Most of the country experiences dry weather between May and
October and a raining season from November to May. However, the coastal
region enjoys two raining seasons— a short raining season from March to May
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and a long season from October to December. The Western part of the country,
the precincts of Lake Victoria, experiences a well distributed rainfall season
throughout the year (Chachage, 2010; URT, 2019). Generally, mean annual rainfall
in the country hovers around 750 mm with wide disparities across the country.
Whereas regions in central Tanzania (e.g. Dodoma and Same) and the Eastern side
of Lake Victoria in northern Tanzania experience the lowest rainfall amounts (i.e.
400 mm), the Western side of Lake Victoria (e.g. Bukoba and Mahenge) and the
coastal zone (e.g. Mtwara and Tanga) records annual rainfall of around 2,000 mm
(URT, 2019). Similarly, mean annual temperature ranges from 21o C in the highland
regions to 29o C in regions at near sea level. These climatic characteristics together
with associated varying locational factors serve as important determinants of
siting crop production and animal rearing. Coastal Tanzania has attracted massive
LSLAs partly because of its supporting climatic characteristics for crop and
livestock production (Chachage, 2010; Sulle & Nelson, 2009; URT, 2019).
Demographic Characteristics
The population of Tanzania has been increasing rapidly, growing four-fold
in the last 50 years from 12.3 million in 1967 to 54.2 million in 2018. With estimated
average annual population growth rate of 2.9%, approximately 1.2 million people
are being added every year. At this rate, the World Bank projects the population
to reach 79.2 million in 2030 and 129.4 million by 2050, with significant implications
for sustainable development. The United Nations suggests the doubling of
population between 1990 and 2015 occurred alongside a 33% increase in the
incidence of undernourishment (United Nations, 2015). Therefore, with about half
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(50.1%) of the population under 18 years, and 35% in youthful age category (15—35
years)4, Tanzania can be described as a youthful country on the rise but with
significant demographic and developmental challenges. Regional population
disparities show the three most youthful regions are Dar es Salaam (47%), Mjini
Magharibi (39%) and Singida (31%). Women are slightly the majority (51%) (URT,
2013).
Generally, Tanzania is sparsely populated. According to the 2012 Population
and Housing Census (the most recent), the country has a population density of 51
persons/Km2 with marked regional variations. Dar es Salaam with a population of
4.4 million (9.7% of national population) is the most populous among the 30
regions in the country, with a population density of 3,133 persons/Km2. Mjini
Magharibi, the most populous in Zanzibar, followed with a population density of
2,581 persons/Km2, while Lindi and Katavi have as low as 13 and 12 persons/Km2,
respectively. Despite having greater proportion of rural population, the
proportion of urban residents has quadrupled, from 6% in 1967 to 30% in 2012,
partly because of increasing trends of in-country migration (URT, 2015). Muzzin &
Lindeboom (2008) indicated the rise of urban population after the disbandment
of colonial policies barring Africans from urban areas in post-colonial Tanzania.
However, regional variation of urban population change shows interesting
dynamics between 2002 and 2012. While declining by 8.8% in Singida, 6.5% in Mara,
and 3.1% in Tabora, urban population increased above 50% in six regions, and
between 20% and 50% in four other regions. The highest increase was reported in

4

Unlike the United Nations definition of youth as persons age 15-24 years, the Tanzania National Youth Policy
defines youth as individuals in the age category of 15-35.
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Shinyanga (80.4%). Dar es Salaam became fully urbanized in 2012 from 94% urban
population in 2002. With the current urbanisation dynamics, the United Nations
has projected 42% of the country’s population will reside in urban localities by
2030, and 55% in 2050.
Political and socio-cultural context
Tanzania is a stable and peaceful country in a region that has suffered civil
conflicts. This stability can be associated with the country’s political history and
socio-cultural evolution dating back to pre-colonial period. As early as 8th century,
coastal Tanzania became an important trading hub, where traders and travellers
across the Indian Ocean met with inland Africa. Some of the traders stayed and
married Indigenous women, starting the emergence of the Swahili culture along
the coast (Maddox, 2017). By the 16th century, early Europeans’ influence arrived
with the coming of the Portuguese. Their first attempt at colonising the country
failed when they were defeated at war with the Africans, supported by the
Omanis who were protecting their pre-colonial trade routes. However, later in the
century, the Portuguese took over dominance of the trading centres around Kilma
and Zanzibar, and ruled for about 200 years until the Busaidi dynasty in Oman
established dominance over Zanzibar and the coastal region. At this time, Sayyid
Said, the Sultan of Oman moved the capital including the dynasty court from
Muscat to Zanzibar, promoted trade in goods and slaves, and established a
flourishing plantation economy (Caplan, 2016; Maddox, 2017; UNCTAD, 2005).
The Germans colonized the then Tanganyika (now mainland Tanzania) in
the 1880s and established the first colonial administration under the German East
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Africa Company. German missionaries came along with the colonizers, introduced
the Lutheran Church and promoted missionary work to penetrate and influence
indigenous culture (Baroin, 1996). Around the same period (1870s), the end of
slave trade reached the shores of the East African coast, collapsing the Arab slave
trade economy. Three years later, the British took control of Zanzibar. The defeat
of the Germans in the First World War in 1918 ended German’s rule, allowing the
British to take charge of the colonial administration. However, with slowing down
of missionary work after WWI, Zanzibar reverted to Arab culture, while the African
population in Tanganyika increasingly turned to indigenous culture and religion as
a way of life (Iliffe, 1979; Maddox, 2017).
In 1961, Julius Nyerere and his Tanganyiga African National Union (TANU)
socialist party led Tanganyika to independence, and three years later, the Arab
government in Zanzibar was overthrown in a revolution. The two independent
colonies joined in a union to form the United Republic of Tanzania in 1964.
Zanzibar maintained a semi-autonomous status with its own prime minister,
judiciary, and other state level administrative agencies and ministries, while
sharing a presidency, national parliament, and judiciary (the court of appeal) with
mainland Tanzania (Caplan, 2016). The United Republic of Tanzania currently has a
393 member National Parliament (as of 2015) composed of the speaker (the leader
of the legislature), 264 elected members (mainland Tanzania=214; and
Zanzibar=50), 113 women representatives elected by their political parties, 5
representatives of the Zanzibar House of Representatives, the attorney general,
and 10 appointees of the president.

61
At independence, Tanzania embarked on modernisation along the path of
African socialism, which was a clear departure from the colonial capitalist
economic model. Following the Arusha Declaration in 1967, President Nyerere and
his TANU party introduced an agenda for development in a ‘new’ value system of
unity and self-reliance. The Ujamaa concept, a Swahili term for ‘familyhood’ and
collectiveness, served as the main vehicle for rolling out the countries post-Arusha
Declaration development. Some have argued that the Ujamaa concept
strengthened a collective bond, feeling of shared purpose, togetherness and unity
among the over 125 tribes 5 in the country (Blommaert, 2014; Caplan, 2016;
Schneider, 2004; Scott, 1998). In respect of this agenda, the country promoted the
Swahili language—a combination of Bantu and Arabic language with some words
from Hindu, German and Portuguese languages—as the national language. Today,
almost every Tanzanian is fluent in Swahili, which has facilitated communication,
trade, sense of oneness, political debate, information sharing, and therefore
helped to maintain a peaceful environment in the country (Blommaert, 2014;
Caplan, 2016). English is the second national language spoken mainly by those
with certain educational level.
Despite having contributed to the social transformation of the country,
most policies from the Ujamaa concept failed. For instance, it became evident by
early 1980s that nationalization of industries and companies was not achieving
the anticipated goal of quickly transforming the manufacturing base of the
economy. Also, the Ujamaa villagization policy (1973-1976) that nationalized lands

5 The largest

tribe in respect of population is Sukuma, forming 13% of national population according to the 212
Population and Housing Census.
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in the country, established plantations (sisal, tea and coffee) and created labour
corridors by relocated populations to rural areas also failed owing to a
combination of factors. The market for plantation plummeted, and resistance
against the villagization policy by local populations intensified (Schneider, 2004).
Furthermore, the one-party system practiced since independence had contributed
to increasing levels of corruption. Together, these factors resulted in unbearable
economy pressures on the population, leading to the abandoning of Nyerere’s
socialist agenda, and a return to liberal economic policies starting with the
acceptance of Structural Adjustment Programs from the World Bank and the
International Monetary Fund in the 1980s.
In the last three decades, the country has evolved in many ways (Campbell,
Stein, & Samoff, 2019; Schneider, 2004). In 1992, a new national constitution was
promulgated, setting in place a multi-party system of governance in 1995, and
opening the economy to investments from within and outside. Regardless of
these significant changes, the long dominance of government in matters such as
land ownership has not left the scene, and the dependency culture introduced by
the socialist state festers among the populations (Campbell, Stein, & Samoff, 2019;
UNCTAD, 2005). Also, spatial inequalities introduced by the villagization policy
have persisted. The initial focus on rural (plantation zone) development failed
with the collapse of the villagization policy, creating vulnerable communities with
narrower economic base, which continue in current era of LSLAs (Schneider,
2004).
Socio-economic context
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The economy of Tanzania has been on the rise in the five years. With an
average annual Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth rate hovering around 7%
between 2001 and 2018, the country has one of the fastest growing economies in
the World. In 2018, the economy grew at 7.0%, only second to Rwanda’s 7.2% in the
East African sub-region. In monetary terms, it expanded from 9.1 trillion Tanzanian
Shillings (Tshs.) in 2001 to Tshs. 129.4 trillion in 2018. Also, Per Capita GDP rose
from Tshs. 277 thousand in 2001 to Tshs. 2.5 million in 2018. Amidst this growth,
inflation has been consistently declining from 7.9% in 2013 to 3.5% in 2018 (URT,
2014, 2019). However, this growth masks structural economic changes and
important dynamics that are contributing to increasing inequalities and
vulnerabilities in the country.
While about 82% of the population are employed, 67% are working in the
agriculture sector of the economy, which has been declining in contribution to
GDP relative to other sectors in recent years. In 2018, agriculture contributed
about 20% to GDP against 36% from industry and construction, and the same
proportion from services, indicating widening disparities in earnings of agricultural
labour and their counterparts in other sectors. About 68.3% of the working
population in the country are classified as working poor (living on less than US$ 3.1
per day), while 83.5% are in vulnerable employment—working in non-paying family
and own employment. Many of this vulnerable populations are rural residents,
where subsistence agriculture is the main economic activity, employing well over
80% of the population.
State of health and wellbeing
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Tanzania has made substantial progress in improving health and wellbeing.
The country’s Human Development Index (HDI)6 score has increase by about 43%,
from 0.371 in 1985 to 0.531 in 2015. Nevertheless, it remained one of the countries
in the low HDI category, although above the group average score of 0.505, and
slightly above the average score for sub-Saharan African countries (0.518) (UNDP,
2019). Within country disparities show marked regional inequalities. In Mainland
Tanzania, Kilimanjaro recorded the highest HDI score (0.75), while Kagera had the
lowest (0.44) in 2015 (ESRF et al., 2018). Similarly, life expectancy at birth
increased by almost 11 years (50.9 to 61.8 years) for the general population—over
11 years (50.4 to 61.7 years) in mainland Tanzania and over 6 years (59.0 to 65.2) in
Zanzibar between 2002 and 2012. Women and rural dwellers reported higher
increases (13 and 12 years, respectively) over the period, and were expected at
birth to live longer than men and urban residents, respectively in 2012. Generally,
the increase in life expectancy is associated with improvement in a number of
health indicators including declining child and maternal mortality, stabilized
HIV/AIDs prevalence, improvement in nutrition and hygiene, expanded access to
safe drinking water, reproductive services and child immunization. The country’s
infant mortality rate declined from 92 to 43 deaths per 1,000 live births from 199293 to 2015-16, while under-5 mortality reduced from 141 to 67 deaths per 1,000 live
births over the same period (TDHS, 2016). Surprisingly, children born in rural areas
had a higher chance of surviving through age 5 than those born in urban areas in
Tanzania mainland (76 deaths verse 87 deaths per 1,00 live births, respectively).

6 The Human

Development Index is a composite measure of wellbeing of a country’s population considering
the quality and longevity of life expressed in life expectancy, quality of education indicated in educational
attainment, and standard of living shown in per capita income.
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Zanzibar has a much lower under-5 mortality rate (56 deaths per 1,000 live births).
Maternal health statistics suggest 556 women in every 100,000 live births die from
pregnancy and delivery related complications.
Despite these improvements, old and emerging diseases are challenging
health/wellbeing of people. Disability-Adjusted Life Years (DALYs)7 shows that
approximately 22.7 million years were lost in 2017, even though this represents an
improvement from the 23.5 million years lost in 1990 (GBDCN, 2018; WHO, 2018).
Neonatal disorders ranked the leading cause of deaths in the country in 2017 (3rd
in 2007). This is followed by lower respiratory infections, HIV/AIDS, ischemic heart
diseases, tuberculosis, congenital defects, malaria, diarrhoeal diseases, stroke and
diabetes to complete the top ten causes of death. Apart from sexually transmitted
diseases and protein-energy malnutrition replacing stroke and diabetes, the top
causes of death overall also account for premature deaths. Moreover, noncommunicable diseases were the leading cause of disability, while the most
significant death and disability risk factors include behavioural variables (e.g.
malnutrition, unsafe sex, alcohol abuse), environmental and occupational
variables (e.g. air pollution, and water, sanitation and hygiene), and metabolic risk
factors (e.g. high blood pressure) (GBDCN, 2018).
Tanzania has prioritised health in the country’s vision 2025 formulated in
1998, with a focus on providing quality primary health care, reproductive health
services, clean water and safe water, while reducing infant and maternal mortality
rates to three-quarters of 1998 levels, achieving food self-sufficiency and food

7 Estimate of overall burden

and premature death

of diseases taking into consideration the number of years lost to illness, disability
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security, and gender equality and empowerment. The development visions also
aim to attain life expectancy associated with middle-income countries. Other
health policies implemented in the country include the MKUKUTA II (2010/112014/15), the primary health care services development programme (2007-2017),
the national nutrition strategy (2011-2016) and the health sector strategic plan
(2009-2015). Health service provision in Tanzania is decentralised from referral
hospitals (4 in number) at the apex, to regional hospitals, district hospitals, health
centres, dispensaries, and village health services (TDHS, 2016; URT, 2019).
3.2.2. Land governance, policy and trends in LSLAs
Land governance in Tanzania is articulated in the Land Act (No. 4) and the
Village Land Act (No. 5) (URT, 1999b, 1999a). These laws categorised land into
village, general and reserve lands. General lands form about 2% of Tanzania’s land
area and are managed by the state represented by the government and its
agencies (e.g. Tanzania Investment Centre). Reserve lands make up about 28% of
the land area and these are demarcated for forest conservation and game
reserves, while village lands comprise of all lands within the jurisdiction of the
11,000 villages accorded village ownership status by land laws in the 1970s and
80s. Village lands make up 70% Tanzanian lands and are often the subject of LSLAs
(Matondi, Havnevik, & Beyene, 2011). Following the land laws in the late 90s, land
reforms have pushed the boundaries of land rights wider for marginalized local
populations such as women who traditionally have limited land rights. The reform
is acknowledged as the best example of facilitating local participation in land
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governance in SSA (Byamugisha, 2013; Collins & Mitchell, 2017; Sulle & Nelson,
2009).
Land governance conforms to the governance structure in Tanzania. At the
apex is the central Government and its agencies, which provide certification for
land deals in the country. Land acquisition for investment follows two interrelated
processes depending on the land involved. In the case of acquisition of a general
land, the investor approaches the Tanzania Investment Centre (TIC) with
investment proposals for verification. If satisfied, the Centre provides a certificate
of incentive which outlines subsidies and tax breaks/exemptions for the
investment. Then, the investor goes to survey the land in question, registers it
with the Ministry of Agriculture, and then applies for right of occupancy at the TIC.
Acquisition of village lands follows a longer process and involves the participation
of local populations. The investor first contacts the Village Council where the land
of interest is located and express investment interest. With the consent of the
Village Council, the District Council Land Committee approves the investment
proposals. Then the Village Assembly gives approval for the President to transfer
the land from village to general land and approves the lease. The investor then
pays compensation for the land to the village on terms agreed by the village, the
investor and the Commission of Lands. Final certificate for occupation is granted
by the Commission of Lands in the Ministry of Lands, Housing and Human
Settlements Development (Sulle & Nelson, 2009).
Notwithstanding these processes, land acquisitions occur through several
other arrangements, some of which stand in stark contrast to the land laws
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(Massay & Kassile, 2019; Sulle, 2017). As has been argued by Sulle (2017) the
processes in place for land acquisitions (outlined above) are merely guidelines,
without legal backing. Indeed, these guidelines were designed to provide
coherence and coordination in land acquisitions following the chaotic land
grabbing for biofuel production in 2007/08. In light of this, actors exploit grey
areas in the law, knowing that the guidelines on their own have limited or no legal
consequence. The absence of adequate policy and legal framework for land
acquisitions has not only enabled exploitation of local populations and escalating
land conflicts, but also resulted in poor management of investment inflows, which
is working against the counties vision of attaining middle-income status envisaged
in MKUKUTA II (Sulle, 2017).
Analysing the scale and trends of LSLAs in Tanzania, as in many other
contexts, is constrained by data availability because of secrecy and informal
arrangements in most land deals. Nonetheless, the land Matrix reports 108 land
deals, covering a land size of about 1.4 million hectares, have been concluded as of
August 2019. Approximately 46% of these deals—54.9% of lands in LSLAs—are for
food production, livestock rearing, and general agricultural activities. LSLAs for
mining involves 8.3% of land deals yet covers 17.3% of lands in LSLAs. The rise of
LSLAs in Tanzania is similar to trends in other low-income countries. Since the
World Banks publication in 2009 and 2010 on land investments in Africa, the
country has recorded an appreciable rise in LSLAs between 2007 and 2013 (see
Deininger et al., 2011; TIC, 2015). The highest number of deals (6 deals covering
38,632 hectares) was reported in 2012, while the largest land size (70,132 hectares)
was acquired in two deals in 2011. In contrast, there were no LSLAs reported
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between 2001 and 2004 (Harding & Chamberlain, 2016). As the country pushes for
the attainment of Vision 2025 (MKUKUTA II), LSLAs are expected rise, also would
competition over and exploitation of land resources intensify with associated
adverse socio-economic and health impacts in local communities (Atuoye et al.,
2019; Sulle, 2017).
3.3.

Research design and implementation
In this early part of the section, it is crucial to provide a brief background

on the origin of this dissertation research. This research is a small component of a
five-year Major Collaborative Research Initiative (MCRI)— “the Indian Ocean
World: The making of the First Global Economy in the Context of Human
Environment Interaction”. The key project assumption emphasised the role of
human agency in shaping the environment and its impacts. The project aimed to
examine the role of human-environment interaction in the rise and development
of the first ‘global economy’ of the world in the Indian Ocean World (IOW) from
early centuries to the present. The IOW covers the Indian Ocean and its coastal
territories stretching across East Africa, the Middle East, and Southeast Asia. This
research in coastal Tanzania is situated in the context of how human-environment
interaction developed Large Scale Land Acquisitions (LSLAs) into a global
economic phenomenon, and how human agency expressed within the global
political economy shapes differential health impacts for individuals and
populations.
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3.3.1. The research design
The study adopted a mixed methods approach in addressing the
psychosocial health impacts of LSLAs among local populations. Being a complex
geographical phenomenon with deep-rooted unique histories of populations in
low-income countries, and with significant global drivers and actors, examining
how LSLAs impact health of local populations requires complementarity of indepth and ‘out-of-depth’ approaches. In-depth understanding of localised
knowledge(s) and meaning(s) of land and health from a qualitative research
approach is important in situating analysis of health impacts within the cultural
and historical milieu of populations. On the other hand, knowledge of spatial
differentiation of contextual phenomena, how they interface, and influence
processes of land acquisitions enriches the analysis of health impacts of LSLAs,
interpretation, application of the study findings and ultimately generalizability of
the knowledge derived from the study. In avoiding the challenge of most ‘pseudomixed methods’ studies, in which quantitative descriptive statistics are introduced
in qualitative studies, or quotes from participants are included in results sections
of quantitative studies (Creswell, 2003), the study balanced the mixing of
qualitative and quantitative approaches throughout the research (see Figure 3).
This was done to emphasise the study’s post-positivist outlook, and allow for
comprehensive interrogation of the research questions guiding the study.
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Figure 3: Schema of research design and implementation

Underpinning mixed methodological design, described above as a ‘fine’
combination

of

in-depth

(qualitative)

and

‘out-of-depth’

(quantitative)

approaches, are important ontological and epistemological assumptions tied to
the theoretical underpinnings of the dissertation (see Chapter Two). Ontological
prepositions centre on the notion of what phenomena/entities exist in the world,
while epistemology borders on how we know what exists in the world, primarily
setting boundaries on how ‘valid’ knowledge can be produced, expressed and
discussed. Flowing from these are theories, which help to contextualise and
explain our knowledge about the world and how individual phenomena are
situated in the diverse epistemologies (Aitken & Valentine, 2006; Lincoln, Lynham,
& Guba, 2011).
It is important to note that the ongoing debates in LSLAs literature are not
merely a struggle over how to situate mixed or contrasting findings, they
represent varied ontological and epistemological dispositions, often less evident
and discussed. Key in the conflicts in LSLAs literature lie important debates
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relating to definition, scale and impacts of LSLA, which appear to create firm
knowledge boundaries relating back to long-standing debates about ontological
basis of knowledge and the appropriateness of certain methodologies in the
production and dissemination of such knowledge. While positivism would seek to
quantify impacts of LSLAs from experimental studies, subjectivism and its close
ally (constructionism) stand on the point that knowledge is created/constructed
from human personal experiences of the world (Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, &
Turner, 2007; Lincoln et al., 2011), and for that matter, LSLAs and its impacts are
what is experienced and contextualised in unique individualized and population
base contexts. Thus, the choice of the study methodology in this study is not
based on the pragmatic appeal of qualitative, quantitative or mixed as suggested
by Symonds & Gorard (2010) neither is it about theory-research question
alignment (Bryman, 1984). Importantly, it rather rests on ontological and
epistemological considerations. For this reason, although a mixed methodological
design may add rigour (see Baxter & Eyles, 1996), and produces more insightful
knowledge about LSLAs impacts (see Creswell, 2003; Symonds and Gorard, 2010),
the choice of mixed methods emerges from the post-positivist ontological and
epistemological grounding

of the thesis, which accepts the situatedness of

knowledge and knowledge production on a complex topic as LSLAs (Aitken &
Valentine, 2006; Lincoln et al., 2011; Onwuegbuzie, Johnson, & Collins, 2009).
I situate the dissertation within Sayer (1992)’s intensive-extensive research
design that emphasises a dualist research orientation in social sciences. Intensive
research orientation concerns about generalization over concepts, their varied
categories and casual mechanism in unique contexts, whereas extensive research
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orientation seeks patterns (commonalities and differences) across representative
cases aiming to generalize with absolute certainty of replicability of findings.
Therefore, achieving rigour (validity and reliability) in intensive-extensive research
orientation follows series of considerations that are premised on the assumption
that the two research orientations have distinct focus based on their varied
epistemologies. In intensive research, rigour is evaluated on the exactness or
validity of the representation of the phenomenon being studied. In assuring rigor,
careful consideration is given to the framing of interview questions, case
selection, interpretation of participants voices and openness in discussing study
limitations, in order to avoid projecting initial set-out theories and concepts (see
Baxter & Eyles, 1996; Creswell & Poth, 2018; Florkowski, 2008; Morse, 2015).
However, rigour in extensive research centres on replicability of study
findings. Intensive-extensive research design has the strength of ensuring rigour
through triangulation and confirmation of study findings because of its
applicability of mixed methodologies. As Warshawsky succinctly explained, “the
use of mixed methods can help fill empirical and theoretical gaps, add needed
context, incorporate multiple truths, triangulate different sources of data off each
other, and produce the generalisable and the particular” (Warshawsky, 2014: 161).
Indeed, Sayer (1992)’s intensive-extensive positioning of research design
acknowledges multiple ontologies of phenomenon (e.g. land), and with mixed
methods

grounded

on

multiple

epistemological

stances,

allows

for

complementarity of strengths of individual methods and epistemologies to
produce comprehensive findings.
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In this dissertation, the first research question approached health impacts
of LSLAs from a qualitative standpoint in order to understand land dynamics, the
concept of LSLAs, health (psychosocial health) and how they are link-up in the
local context of coastal Tanzania. The second and third questions focused on
understanding broader processes of LSLAs and their implications on health. These
three questions and their intensive-extensive epistemological and methodological
orientation combine reflexively to address individual methodological weaknesses
and produce a more comprehensive insight into how local populations’ health
(psychosocial health) is impacted by LSLAs. The University of Western Ontario
Non-Medical Research Ethics Board and the Tanzania Commission for Science and
Technology (COSTECH) provided ethical approval for the study.
3.3.2. Research implementation
The field research was implemented from August 2016 to January 2017, but
the actual data collection was from end of November 2016 to January 2017. I
arrived in Dar es Salaam, Tanzania in mid-August to start my fieldwork. Before my
departure from Canada, I was in contact with the University of Dar es Salaam, the
partner institution in the Indian Ocean World research project in Tanzania, to put
in place measures for the successful implementation of the research. Working
through the University’s contact person (Dr. Herbert Hambati), I applied for and
was appointed as a Research Associate in the University of Dar es Salaam. This
appointment demonstrated the University’s commitment to my research. In
practical terms, being a Research Associate, the University supported my research
ethics application to COSTECH, provided office space (including internet services)
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which served as the fulcrum for the research implementation, and aided access to
important institutions at national (e.g. the Tanzania Investment Centre), and local
level in the governance structure. Dr. Hambati also assisted in recruiting six
experienced Research Assistants (RAs) (3 males and 3 females; 2 with Masters
Degrees, 3 in graduate school, and 1 with Undergraduate Degree). We used the
first two weeks after my arrival for RAs training.
The RAs training involved group and individual mock interviews to
familiarize with the research instruments, identify ‘difficult questions’ and field
situations, and develop common strategies to address these difficulties. Being a
non-Swahili speaker and an outsider, the participation of Dr. Hambati was very
helpful in addressing difficulties identified during the training. My research
experience was also very helpful in creating rapport with and strengthening group
dynamism among RAs. As part of the training, we pre-tested the survey (n=10) and
in-depth interview guides (n=6) with students and staff of the University of Dar es
Salaam, and with local government staff and community members in Temeke
District in Dar es Salaam. The pre-testing benefited the research in three critical
ways.
First, we met different kinds of interviewees, some very supportive while
others non-responsive or elusive in their responses. I noted these issues and how
RAs dealt with them, for further deliberation in the training. Not only did this
process enhance RAs familiarity with the questionnaires, it also increased their
confidence and equipped them with strategies to break ice and encourage
participation during interviews. Second, we encountered instances where
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meanings of questions that centre on critical concepts (e.g. LSLAs) got lost in
translation from the questionnaires (in English) to Swahili. Some terminologies
(e.g. community) did not conform to the every-day usage in the field. I finalized
the questionnaires by incorporating these and other qualitative concerns
identified during the pre-test. Consistent with Collins (2003), I also took into
consideration participants’ cognitive deliberation in responding to questions:
comprehension

of

questions,

retrieval

of

information,

judgement

of

appropriateness and adequacy of response and formulation of response. Thus, we
used probing questioning to encourage study participants process and validate
their responses in the interviews. Thirdly, we came face-to-face with the laborious
research approval process at regional, district, ward and village level, which often
is not reported in research studies. My pre-knowledge was not adequate in
anticipating the time and financial demands of the process. This experience was
factored into the research itinerary, therefore preventing possible stalling of
research activities. At the end of the training, RAs signed confidentiality
agreement and an undertaking to remind participants of their right of voluntary
participation and withdrawal from the study at any point, contributing to the
adherence of the study ethical obligations.
Data collection (quantitative and qualitative) started in November 2016,
first in Dar es Salaam, and progressed to Pwani and then ended in Tanga region.
RAs worked together, from ward to ward, supporting and complementing each
other`s strengths to improve data quality. I conducted key informant interviews
with the Tanzania Investment Centre, Regional Local Government Directorate,
District Assemblies and Village Committees, mainly in English given that
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participants were fluent in the language. These interviews were part of our
community entry approach, often at the beginning of our work in each of the
jurisdiction. Themes and important contextual dynamics from these interviews
were incorporated into questioning strategies in the surveys in a way that
improved participants` comprehension of concepts and topics being discussed,
while strengthening our approach in conducting in-depth interviews. For instance,
questions on community members` participation in land deals making were asked
in the context of how land acquisitions play out in practice and not necessarily
what the guidelines outlined. In-depth interviews with community members were
conducted in Pwani and Tanga regions. Two RAs with good experience led these
in-depth interviews often at the tail end of surveys in these regions. I was present
in a significant number of these interviews, supporting RAs with probing
questions to confirm key questions were not missing in the interviews, and to
note non-verbal communications. All interviews were guided by semi-structured
questions. We debrief on the field at the end every day`s work, taking stock of our
strengths and weaknesses during the day and planning for the following day.
Major debriefings were conducted in the research office in Dar es Salaam at the
end of data collection in each district.
At the end of the data collection, 1,782 individuals responded to the
surveys and 37 interviews were conducted. Details of sampling and analysis are
discussed in the manuscripts. Nonetheless, I would like to emphasise more
broadly here that thematic analysis was used for the qualitative data, while
statistical analytical strategies were employed in the analysis of the quantitative
data. Reflexivity in the analysis allowed for interrogation and triangulation of
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emerging concepts from the qualitative data with the quantitative data. I was
conscious of my outsider-insider positionality and varied power spaces in the
study. Coastal Tanzania was a new research context for me even though I have
enormous experience of Ghana and Nigeria, both African countries. I was
intrigued and documented several issues which otherwise seemed normal to an
insider but could have also missed important nuances an insider would easily
notice. For instance, I kept probing to know local population`s perception of food
insecurity and its underlying factors when a participant indicated they eat cooked
cassava and ‘salty water’ as the main meal in a significant part of year. ``We are
okay because that`s what God provides for use`` was the initial response, but from
probing, it became evident that years of large scale land acquisitions have bought
up fertile lands leaving marginal lands which could only support cassava
cultivation for the local population. For my RA who led the interview, eating
cassava was a cultural practice and did not come across as a food insecurity
consequence of LSLAs. I paid attention to the varied spaces across my research
participants, RAs and me in interpreting the qualitative data. Although strategies
such as member checking in the true sense was not practical given time and
financial constraints, I randomly called about 10 out of the 37 interview
participants to check my interpretation of their responses, in ensuring the space I
occupy did not result in misrepresentation of their voices. While scholars
acknowledge the difficulty in completely removing the effect of researcher-study
participant space gap in qualitative research, it can be reduced with careful
consideration of its influence in study design, implementation and reporting
(Dwyer & Buckle, 2009; Merriam et al., 2001).
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3.4.

Conclusion
This chapter provided a detailed description of the geographical context of

the study, the study designed and its ontological, epistemological considerations,
as well as how the study was implemented to ensure reliability and validity of the
findings. Ultimately, the chapter addressed the limitation of disintegrated
methodological description in integrated styled thesis.
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Abstract
One question that has remained unexplored in the global land rush debate is how
large-scale land acquisitions affect health and wellbeing of local populations. As
part of a larger study, this study advances our understanding in this area by
applying the concept of therapeutic landscapes to analyze interviews conducted
in two coastal communities in Tanzania where land investments have been
prevalent. Our analysis found that local populations perceived traditional lands
with sacred sites as therapeutic spaces, which embodied cultural values, and
promoted health and wellbeing when protected. Intrusion into these spaces
through large-scale land investment is believed to remove their therapeutic
attributes, thereby turning them into unhealthy landscapes. Dispossession of
these spaces is perceived to heighten community distress resulting in poor
psychosocial health. Based on our findings, we suggest that health consequences
of land investments should move to the center of the large-scale land acquisition
discourse. Health policy should refocus on the psychosocial health impacts of
global land investments in Tanzania and other low-income countries. Ultimately
local participation in land governance should be strengthened through land
reforms in Tanzania and similar contexts, as this may provide a buffer to poor
psychosocial health.
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4.1.

Introduction
Large Scale Land Acquisition (LSLA), commonly understood as the

acquisition of land of size 1,000 hectares or more, has been on the ascendancy in
low-income countries. Primarily fueled by concerns over global food insecurity,
energy security, and climate change, as well as the search for less volatile
investment portfolios following the financial meltdown in 2007/08, investors
acquire large parcels of lands, most of which in sub-Saharan Africa (Arezki et al.,
2013). By October 2017, about 1,400 land deals involving approximately 50 million
hectares had been concluded (Land Matrix, 2019; Rulli, Passera, Chiarelli, &
D’Odorico, 2018), primarily for agricultural, bio-energy, eco-tourism, mining, and
land investment (Arezki et al., 2013; Zoomers, 2010). Lands involved are commonly
described as ‘virgin’ and ‘vacant’ because they are mostly undocumented
traditional lands but serve as valuable economic resources supporting local
livelihoods and wellbeing (Rulli et al., 2018). LSLAs by nature are changing
landscapes, which may host traditional/sacred sites perceived by local populations
as health regeneration spaces and places. Regeneration spaces exhume feelings
of respite and renewal of health for individuals with attachments to them. As a
result, potential intrinsic and relational values of landscapes, which promote
health and wellbeing, maybe fast eroding. Yet, this area has not been examined in
the LSLA literature and policymaking.
The impact of LSLA on local populations as indicated in the literature can
be examined along terrains of meanings associated with land. Land as a natural
resource, with economic value to support production and wealth creation, often is
related to power, whereby control over land defines relational power dynamics,
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especially in agrarian societies. This notion supports the argument for reduction of
social inequalities and disempowerment among socially vulnerable groups by
redistributing access and control of land through reforms in developing countries
(Byamugisha, 2013; Chu, 2011). In this regard, LSLA, which results in loss of land
rights among local populations, in most situations spanning 100 years, has been
equated to re-colonization of low-income countries (Evers, Seagle, & Krijtenburg,
2013; Robertson & Pinstrup-Andersen, 2010). Following this narrative, studies have
observed loss of livelihood (Benjaminsen & Bryceson, 2012; Li, 2011; Rulli et al.,
2018; Shete & Rutten, 2015), increasing vulnerability and disempowerment (Doss,
Meinzen-Dick, & Bomuhangi, 2014; Ryan, 2018), social tensions and conflicts (Hall
et al., 2015; Meer & Schnurr, 2013), and environmental dispossession (Richmond,
2015; Tobias & Richmond, 2014) among local populations in LSLA context.
In contrast, some others have emphasized the positive impacts of LSLA on
local populations. For instance, the World Bank has argued that commodifying
land through land reforms in low-income countries would attract investments to
land-based resources, and through this process create jobs for local populations,
support transfer of agricultural technologies, and ultimately improve livelihoods
(Deininger et al., 2011; World Bank, 2009b). In supporting this position,
Byamugisha (2013) blamed pitfalls in land tenure in sub-Saharan Africa, such as
tenure ambiguities, for the dismal contribution of LSLAs to livelihoods of local
populations. For that matter, the recommendation has been to implement land
reforms that would decentralize land governance, open up lands for investment,
and provide security of tenure for land investments (Byamugisha, 2013; Deininger
et al., 2011; World Bank, 2009b). However, these postulations have been heavily
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criticized for misconstruing ‘community’ in the African context as a homogenous
group with mainly economic interest in land tenure, and assuming that customary
land practices were devoid of conflicts or less prone to contestation (Collins &
Mitchell, 2017). Other studies have reported mixed findings. For instance,
Santangelo (2018) found that the impact of large-scale land acquisitions on local
populations was related to investors’ imposed/negotiated regulations and
standardizations of land tenure, which draw benefits of large-scale land
investments away from local populations. Nonetheless, in studying local labour
participation in large-scale land acquisition, Li (2011) found that while most local
populations may realize minimal or no benefits, the net gain at the national level in
the form of foreign direct investments and returns on exports was more
significant for low-income countries.
A central question in these debates has been how to achieve sustainable
livelihoods in the form of global food and energy security, and local economic
growth in low-income countries, without compromising the ecological balance
and negatively affecting local populations (Deininger et al., 2011; Scoones, 1998).
As over 815 million people, mainly in low-income countries, still battle hunger on a
daily basis, various stakeholders have engaged over options for sustainable
livelihoods (Deininger et al., 2011; FAO, IFAD, UNICEF, WFP, & WHO, 2017;
Robertson & Pinstrup-Andersen, 2010; Shete & Rutten, 2015). The options
advocated fall within the scope of Scoones’s (1998) analysis of sustainable
livelihoods, which include agricultural intensification, livelihood diversification and
migration for the attainment of sustainable livelihoods (Scoones, 1998).
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But as noted in the literature, choice of particular livelihood options
involves contradictions, and trade-offs related to individuals and groups’ interests.
Among poor people who are deprived of capitals/resources, there is a crucial
decision to make on how to use the limited capitals to sustain livelihoods (Carney,
2003; Scoones, 1998; Serrat, 2017). In the context of the global land rush however,
varied interests of investors, government institutions, and local populations are
negotiating in a neoliberal political economy framework, which often sidelines the
interest of local populations (Hall et al., 2015; Li, 2011; Shete & Rutten, 2015). As a
result of these unequal power dynamics, spaces and capitals to promote
livelihoods and health of local populations are sacrificed for state and investor
interest (Robertson & Pinstrup-Andersen, 2010), with implications for health and
wellbeing including psychosocial health. Despite the fact that research works in
indigenous populations in North America and Australia have highlighted how by
losing of traditional spaces can result in poor health including psychosocial
distress (Kingsley et al., 2009; Richmond, 2015), this area of research is less
explored in LSLAs. Therefore, our understanding of how LSLAs impacts on the
psychosocial health of local populations is limited. In this study, we examined the
impact of LSLA beyond the current narrow focus on politics and economics, to
understand how non-materialistic values of land for local populations, including
place attachment and relational therapeutic feelings, have been impacted by
LSLAs, and the implications of that on psychosocial health of local populations in
coastal Tanzania.
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4.2.

Land policy reforms in Tanzania
Land policy in Tanzania has been moving towards enhancing local

participation in land governance and tenure since the 1990s. After practicing
villagization (Ujamaa) in the 1970s under which land was treated as a common
property held in trust for the people by the state, Tanzania incorporated common
participation in land governance through the 1999 land reforms, which culminated
into two mainland laws – the Land Act (No. 4), and the Village Land Act (No. 5)
(URT, 1999b, 1999a). These laws categorized land into general, village, and reserve
lands for land governance. Aside liberalizing private land ownership through these
reforms, the Village Land Act in particular entrusted customary and local land
administration onto elected village councils, which were supposed to foster local
ownership and protect customary lands from undue influence from the state
(Collins & Mitchell, 2017). Subsequent revisions of land laws mainly sort to deepen
participation of vulnerable social groups such as women.
Yet, with a development imperative heavily centered on leveraging land
investment, village lands are open to competition from investors with facilitation
from the Tanzania Investment Center (established in 1997 by the Tanzania
Investment Act). Under the land reforms, and expressly articulated in the
mandate of TIC, investors interested in village lands apply to the TIC and are
subsequently introduced to the village council involved for initial approval after
which the land in question is processed and transferred from village to general
lands with the assent of the president for allocation to the investor. Despite the
TIC’s position as a facilitator, it enjoys far reaching legal mandate in the state
interest clauses of the Land Laws (URT, 1999b, 1999a), thus, can always
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recommend to the president to transfer village land into general land without the
informed consent of the village council. Also, concerns have been raised about the
capacity of village councils to secure the interest of local populations when
negotiating land deals with state and big investors (Collins & Mitchell, 2017).
Coupled with the fact that village councils face multiple challenges (e.g. logistical
deficiencies,

weak

capacity,

and

systems),

implementing

transparency

mechanisms and protecting local lands from appropriation by powerful entities
and individuals becomes difficult. These concerns have led some scholars to argue
that the World Bank’s highly rated land reform models implemented in Tanzania
and Ghana would miss important power undertones and complexities of land
access and tenure known in most low-income countries (Collins & Mitchell, 2017).
Invariably, the current land reforms have been criticized for promoting tokenism
in local participation in land governance while supporting the accumulation of
local community lands under the agenda of foreign direct investment
(Benjaminsen & Bryceson, 2012; Chachage, 2010).
The current large-scale land acquisitions literature has emphasized
narratives relating to politics and economics, analysis of power dynamics in land
acquisitions, and interrogated debates on economic gains/lost from large-scale
land investments (Rulli et al., 2018; Shete & Rutten, 2015). However, beyond these
dominant narratives, it is important to explore other meanings of land to broaden
our understanding of the impacts of LSLA in local communities. In this study, we
examined land as hosting therapeutic spaces (sacred sites), which highlight
cultural (including materialities) and spiritual significance to local communities, as
well as varied individualized attachment beyond economics. How individuals’ and
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communities’ health and wellbeing are impacted when removed from or denied
access to their environment/sacred sites through land acquisitions, has been
missing in the LSLA literature. We draw on therapeutic landscapes theoretical
concepts to examine how large-scale land acquisitions are changing landscapes
that have long contributed to the health and wellbeing of local populations in
Tanzania.
4.3.

Theoretical context
The therapeutic landscapes concept emerged from Wilbert Gesler’s

synthesis of place-based theories from cultural ecology, structuralism, and
humanism (Gesler, 1992). It explores why and how place attributes impact
meanings and feelings of tranquility, restoration, relaxation and contribute to
good health and overall wellbeing. Gesler suggests: “a therapeutic landscape
arises when the physical and built environments, social conditions and human
perceptions combine to produce an atmosphere which is conducive to healing”
(Gesler, 1996: 96). By construction, the notion of therapeutic landscape reflects a
combination of place attributes, emotional and overall sense of attachment to a
place. For instance, the healing attributes of First Nations’ landscapes, respite
centers, and spaces, whether planned or natural, have been discussed in the
literature (Conradson, 2005; Mason-Renton & Luginaah, 2016; Tobias & Richmond,
2014; Williams, 2007). These landscapes are conceived of possessing intrinsic
attributes of healing underscored by their materialities, which may produce
different collective and individualised perceptions at different times. As natural
green environments become contaminated or green rural landscapes change into
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built concrete, perceptions of their healing attributes change into places of poor
health (Bell, Foley, Houghton, Maddrell, & Williams, 2018). The literature examines
the significance of materialities in many fronts, which Bell et al. (2018) refer to as
“palettes of the place” (Bell et al., 2018). It depicts the healing benefits of
different shades of places. “Green” spaces such as natural environments, parks
and gardens, and “blue” spaces as water bodies are known to possess varied
health and wellbeing attributes (Bell et al., 2018).
Despite this simplistic binary approach, complexities inherent in “palettes
of places” are noted in the shifting and multiple differentiated meanings of the
same shades over time. Bell et al. (2018) argue that a green space such as
woodland can change from a place of restoration and tranquility to a dark space
of fear and insecurity. Also, studies in the ‘post-foundational period’ highlight
shifting of complex social and environmental relational configurations
underpinning therapeutic landscapes (Conradson, 2005), and the role of sociocultural non-physical materialities in therapeutic landscapes (Wilson, 2003). As
argued by Conradson (2005), analysis should shift towards conceptualizing a
therapeutic landscape as “a relational outcome, as something that emerges
through a complex set of transactions between a person and their broader socioenvironmental setting” (Conradson, 2005: 338). These processes of transactional
engagement of people and their therapeutic landscapes are interlaced with their
everyday living in changing socio-cultural landscapes of which consequences of a
direct human agency such as large-scale land acquisition play a role.
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Despite the broad scope of scholarship on the cultural dimension of
therapeutic landscapes, most of this work is limited to the context of indigenous
populations in North America and Australia, where a culture of intimate
connection between people and their natural environment was disturbed and
alienated through social re-engineering and reconstruction imposed by
colonization (Alaazi, Masuda, Evans, & Distasio, 2015; Richmond & Ross, 2009;
Tobias & Richmond, 2014; Wilson, 2003). For example, Alaazi et al. (2015)
employed a therapeutic landscape of home to examine how the introduction of
the Canadian Housing First initiative in 2009 in five cities changed First Nation
people’s sense of home and worsened their health. Others have emphasized the
theoretical concept of Environmental Dispossession in explaining poor health and
wellbeing among First Nation people as a result of complete or partial restriction
from accessing their traditional environments (Richmond & Ross, 2009; Tobias &
Richmond, 2014). The central theme in these analyses underscores the health
impact of interventionism in traditional environments whose therapeutic values in
the form of individualized subjective perspectives, and constructed cultural
values, norms, and meanings may not be entirely appreciated by people outside
the local community.
In this study, we examined the place of health and wellbeing in the LSLA
debate by exploring the change in the therapeutic value of traditional lands that
have been lost to LSLA. We argue that as land use changes from local farmlands or
‘idle' green landscapes to commercial farms or forest reserve in the context of
LSLA, the original meaning, feelings of attachments, and to a large extent,
therapeutic attributes which shape relations among people, and their
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environment may change alongside and can be lost completely over time.
Informed by Bell et al. (2018) conceptualization of therapeutic landscapes, we
approached the health impacts of LSLAs as an outcome emerging from complex
relational

transactions

among

local

populations,

and

their

re-created

environments. To the best of our knowledge, this study is the first attempt at
positioning LSLAs in mainstream health geography by addressing two central
questions: 1) To what extent are ‘traditional landscapes’ which have been brought
under LSLAs in developing countries therapeutic, and 2) How are activities of
LSLAs changing these landscapes, and impacting on the health and wellbeing of
local populations.
4.4.

Methods

4.4.1. Study context
Tanzania lies between longitude 29o and 49o East and latitude 1o and 12o
South of the Equator, along the eastern coast of the Western Indian Ocean in East
Africa. It has approximately 1424 km of shoreline stretching from the southern
boundary with Mozambique to the northern boundary with Kenya (Francis &
Bryceson, 2000). According to the latest census in 2012, the country has a total
population of 44.9 million sparsely distributed in marked variations across the
country. While the national population density is 51 persons/ km2 on average, the
highest (3,133 persons/km2) is in Dar es salaam and the lowest (12 persons/km2) in
Katavi (URT, 2013). About 67% of the population engages in agriculture, yet only
about 23% of the 44 million hectares of arable agricultural lands are being utilized,
leaving large parcels mostly in rural areas for land investment (Chachage, 2010;
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Land Matrix, 2019; Sulle & Nelson, 2009). With rich mangrove and tropical
vegetation, and two raining seasons from October to December and March to
May, the coastal region is highly suitable for plantation agriculture (Chachage,
2010).
This study was conducted in Pangani in the Pangani district in Tanga
region, and Fukayosi in Bagamoyo district in Pwani region (see Figure 4). The two
study sites located on the coastal plains along the Indian Ocean in the
northeastern part of the country were purposively selected because of their
histories of land dispossession, and recent increasing interest in traditional lands,
including sacred sites. Analysis of the unique experiences of the two study
locations could help in explaining how large-scale acquisition of traditional lands
(including sacred sites) impacts on the psychosocial health of local populations.
Initial meetings with community leaders identified traditional sites impacted by
land investment activities from which we purposively selected sacred sites on the
beaches of the Indian Ocean and at the mouth of the Pangani River in Pangani,
also woodlands and a river hosting sacred sites in Fukayosi.
Pangani is a small town located about 45km south of Tanga, on the mouth
of River Pangani and along the shores of the Indian Ocean. According to the most
recent population census, the Pangani Mashariki Ward is the fourth least
populated in the Pangani district, with approximately 2,975 inhabitants, of whom
53.21% are women. The main economic activities in the area are smallholder
farming and fishing (URT, 2013). The community is connected to Tanga – the
biggest town in the region – by a brown rough road, which becomes difficult to
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ply during the rainy season. Nonetheless, the community attracts tourists to its
long clear beaches and access view of the beautiful Indian Ocean sunrise, as well
as historical relicts embodying untold stories of colonization.

Figure 4: Map of Tanzania showing qualitative study locations

This small town occupies a central spot in the history of Tanga and most
part of coastal Tanzania. It has been reported that the town hosted the biggest
port and supported trade between mainland Tanzania, Indian and Arab traders,
and later in the 18th century, came under the control of the Sultan of Oman with
the administrative center in Zanzibar (Caplan, 2016). Since then, Pangani became a
strategic location in the colonial political economy, with colonialists scrambling for
its control, and vigorously pursuing plantation farming such as sisal. With
intensifying climate variability in recent years, populations on the highlands in and
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around the Kilimanjaro region, who are experiencing severe droughts, migrate
towards Pangani for farming and pastoralism, and as a result has lead to
increasing pressure and conflict over land and water resources in the locality
(Mbonile, 2005).
The Fukayosi village is located about 30km West of Bagamoyo and 83km
northwest of Dar es Salaam in the Pwani region. It has fertile valleys and forested
vegetation suitable for crop production and pastoralism. Of the 9,129 inhabitants,
47% are females (URT, 2013). In 1974, the Government of Tanzania relocated local
populations along the Bagamoyo-Msata road to communities such as Fokayosi,
formalized their land and handed it over to the Government of Zanzibar to
establish Razaba cattle ranch (Chachage, 2010). After the collapse of the ranch in
1994, pastoralists from other local communities graze their cattle and use the
abandoned water. Subsequent leasing of the ‘old’ ranch and community lands in
Fukayosi and other surrounding communities to SEKAB, a Swedish corporation, to
establish the biggest EcoEnergy estate in Tanzania for sugarcane ethanol
production resulted in another round of relocation in 2006 (Chachage, 2010). In
2017, the Tanzanian Government revoked the land lease agreement with SEKAB,
but for over a decade the local populations had suffered resettlement and
conflicts over local land resources as a result of competition from the large-scale
farms (Chachage, 2010).
4.4.2. Study sample, data collection, and analysis
The study used a qualitative case study design given that perceptions and
feelings of place attachment of therapeutic significance are complex and
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sinuously structured. We examine these complexities within bounded units–two
communities with distinct peculiarities, which underscores the use of a qualitative
case study design (Patton, 2002; Yin, 2009). Maximum variation purposive
sampling was used to reach participants. The use of this type of purposive
sampling maximized heterogeneity of perspectives on a highly subjective topic as
psychosocial health implications of LSLAs in relation to therapeutic values of
traditional and sacred sites in a small sample in two communities (Patton, 2002).
Overall, we conducted 21 and 16 in-depth interviews in Pangani and
Fukayosi, respectively. Interviews involved village council members, and adults
across demographic and socioeconomic groups in the two communities (see
Table 1 for details on participants’ characteristics) to understand meanings and
feelings they hold about their land including their sacred sites, perceptions of
changes in their landscapes from activities of LSLA, their feelings towards their recreated environments, and how their perceptions about their health and overall
well-being may have been affected. The study was conducted from September
2016 to January 2017 to cover both dry and raining seasons when seasonal
changes in vegetation cover and economic activities had occurred in full cycle.
This study is in collaboration with our colleagues in the University of Dar es
Salaam. These colleagues facilitated community entry during which the study
objectives were introduced to the village council before study participants were
identified and subsequently contacted for consent to participate in the study.
Interviews were conducted to the point of saturation when no new themes were
emerging with subsequent interviews (Guest, Bunce, & Johnson, 2006).
Interviews took place in study participants’ residence or at places identified by
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participants. All interviews were in Kiswahili (the local language), lasted
approximately 45 mins, audio recorded and later translated into English and
transcribed by experts.
Data collection and analysis assumed a grounded theory method where
recordings of earlier interviews were played and examined for emerging codes
and themes, and subsequently used to inform other interviews in a manner that
improved the depth and richness of the data (Guest et al., 2006). The study used a
social constructivist grounded theory approach (Charmaz, 2008), with interest in
understanding how meanings around sacred sites/traditional spaces are
constructed in a relational process among local populations. As emphasized by
Charmaz (2008), both the researcher and the participants co-constructed the
research elements and process, starting from the researcher’s foreknowledge of
the literature on LSLAs. Analysis followed Nowell et al.'s (2017) six-step thematic
analysis procedure, which allowed for reflection and iteration all along the analysis
process. Coding and themes identification was supported with Text Analysis
Markup Systems (TAMS), a tool for qualitative analysis. We repeatedly referred to
field notes and listened to the audiotapes to ensure that meanings and voices of
participants were appropriately reflected in transcripts. By using three
independent coding sources, we ensured uniformity and validated the coding
scheme. To give context to key themes and ensure participant’s subjective voices
were maintained in the results interpretation, direct quotes from transcripts are
reported, with pseudonyms to anonymize participants. The Non-Human Research
Ethics Board of the University of Western Ontario and the Tanzania Commission
for Science and Technology provided ethics approval for the study.
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4.5.

Results
The study findings reflect key themes emerging from interviews regarding

the meaning of land and its therapeutic value; the impact of large-scale land
investments on sacred sites, health and wellbeing; local populations’ responses to
large-scale land investment on their therapeutic spaces; and policy imperatives for
more ‘sustainable’ land investments. Sub-themes are presented within each key
theme, while direct quotations with basic participant characteristics provide
context and highlight important nuances.
4.5.1. Losing our land, and our culture
Participants highlight an intricate connection between culture and people’s
feelings about their land. For example, cultural norms and values around
communal living, social uprightness, and participating in ‘cleansing the land’
through festivals tend to connect the people to their land and traditional
environments and enjoin them to protect traditional/sacred sites and traditional
landscapes. Aside believing that traditional/sacred sites by themselves possess
feelings of respite, local populations perceive protection of their natural form is
rewarded with good health and wellbeing. These feelings may portray a deep
sense of environmental justice and sustainability. However, community members
spoke about how everyday living promotes a set of cultural values and spirituality
to strengthen a connection with traditional/sacred sites.
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Table 1: Participants characteristics and summary of findings
Pangani
Characteristics
Number of interviews
Marital Status
Married
Divorced/widowed/never married
Mean Age
Religion
Muslim
Christian
Traditional/other
Main economic activity
Fishing
Farming
Estate farm worker
Trading
Other
Mean annual household income (Tsh)
Residence status
Indigenous
Migrant
Village committee membership
Yes
No
Education
No education
Primary/Madrasa
Secondary and above
Summary of main findings
Community lands are therapeutic
Yes
No
Health Impacts of LSLA
Spiritual Attacks/mental health
Stomach Pains (diarrhoea)
General Sickness
Expected Policy Outcomes
Local LSLAs decision making
Relocate/Stop current LSLA
Health Service for LSLA impacts

Fukayosi
Total

Male

Female

SubTotal

Male

Female

SubTotal

12

9

21

9

7

16

37

8
4
56.3

6
3
59.2

14
7
57.8

7
2
62.1

5
2
59.5

12
4
60.8

26
11
59.3

7
3
2

4
4
1

11
7
3

3
4
2

3
2
2

6
6
4

17
13
7

3
2
4
2
1
275,500

0
4
1
3
1
195,400

3
6
5
5
2
235,450

1
5
1
2
0
189,100

0
4
0
1
2
210,700

1
9
1
3
2
199,900

4
15
6
8
4
217,675

9
3

8
1

17
4

8
1

6
1

14
2

31
6

4
8

0
9

4
17

3
6

0
7
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Many participants explained how everyday interactions with land over
livelihoods reflect environmental ‘protectionism’ exhibited in the form of
negotiation with land. As explained by a local village council member:
Our livelihoods, health and [overall] wellbeing depend on how we negotiate
and engage with the land. That is why when we were promised better jobs
and better life at the time SEKAB came to take over our land, I knew that was
not going to come because I knew they were taking over the most sensitive
part of our land, our rivers, shrubs, through which we seek good life. …
Others believed them [the government and SEKAB], but I did not because I
saw into the future that they were going to annoy the land (M, 65 years;
village committee member for 12 years, Fukayosi).
The ‘others’ who believed that jobs and wellbeing would be promoted with
the establishment of large-scale land investment were generally young people
below 40 years. Despite having similar experiences and sense of attachment to
traditional/sacred sites, young residents’ feelings towards their landscapes were
more dynamic and could shift from being therapeutic to non-therapeutic
depending on their exposure to information on the economic potentials of their
landscapes. In Fukayosi for example, young residents indicated how they lobbied
the village council to allow SEKAB to acquire their community land for an
EcoEnergy project. Discussion of these nuances showed generational differences
in how economic and political narratives, which often problematize low
development as resulting from lack of foreign investment, influencing local
populations’ perception of traditional lands.
Furthermore, differences in therapeutic feelings between local population
and migrants who engaged in large-scale farming were evident in Pangani in
particular. Newcomers perceived land in the study areas as an economic resource,
which to them should be exploited. A male migrant farmer who was also
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employed in a sisal farm in Pangani explained the nuances between local
population and migrants:
We only come here to farm and improve our livelihoods. We know that when
we protect the environment from destruction, we will continue to have good
soils, rainfall, and water for farming. We see how our land [the highland] was
made useless by overgrazing, so we know how important it is to protect the
environment. But we don’t believe the land here [Pangani] is protecting us or
healing us because this is not our land and our ancestors are not here. (M, 46
years, migrant, Pangani)

Understandably, for outsiders, traditional lands are less therapeutic especially
when cultural value systems alien to them are the main underwriting factors
shaping perceptions of therapeutic spaces. This suggests that large-scale land
investment often originating from outside local communities could be occurring
with no consideration for therapeutic spaces of local populations.
4.5.2. Perceived benefits of Large Scale Land Acquisition
Despite intense discussion of the potential adverse effects of large-scale
land acquisition on the therapeutic nature of cultural landscapes and associated
health impacts, some participants readily talked about its benefits to them and
their community. The words of a mother in Fukayosi captured some of these
perceived benefits:
We have come to accept what the politicians and the business people are
telling us [that] we have more jobs and better incomes working on the farms
they started, and the sugar cane we plant for the market. [Though]… the
change is not as they promised, … that is not my concern… (F, 42 years,
community member, Fukayosi).

Similarly, a young man explained how the development of tourist sites enclosing
sacred lands on the beaches of the Indian Ocean provided both direct and indirect
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employment to young people, and opened up economic opportunities in their
community:
The number of tourists to our community is increasing. They come to enjoy a
beautiful beach far from Dar es Salaam, and see the remnants of buildings
that were put up by our people and the colonial powers. … I and other young
people are employed in the hotels, and the tourism businesses, and on the
farms. …Small trade businesses are growing. Even rural banks are coming to
set up here. So, investment in farms and tourism in our traditional lands is
giving us jobs (M, 32 years, community member, Pangani).
These perspectives are consistent with pro-large scale land acquisition narratives
which suggest that large-scale land investment in deprived communities in lowincome countries can create sustainable livelihoods and improve local economic
growth (Deininger et al., 2011; World Bank, 2009b). Beyond these contrasting
narratives over economic and socio-political/cultural impacts of LSLAs, several
respondents raised concerns about the health implications of LSLA activities.
4.5.3. Psychosocial health and community wellbeing
Although establishing causality is complex and challenging, especially in
this context, several residents emphasized that activities of LSLAs were directly
affecting their therapeutic spaces, and therefore contributing to poor health and
wellbeing. Psychosocial distress was one common health concern spoken about in
the interviews, even though participants in the two communities highlighted
significantly different ways through which large-scale land investment was a
source of distress for community members. In Pangani, participants talked about
a perceived rise in “spiritual attacks” of community members – an acute episode
of mental distress – as a sign that the spirits of the ocean, river, and land were
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extremely angry because of excessive abuses suffered from environmental
dispossession due to activities of LSLA. An elderly woman had this to say:
Shetani (spiritual) attack was once or twice in a year. Now it is common.
Almost every week you hear this or that person is running into the bush being
possessed by spirits. Why is this so? It is because our land, … rivers and sea
are very angry with us. … We have abandoned them and allowed people to
come and disturb them (F, 63 years, community member, Pangani).

Others point to rising social vices such as sexual promiscuity, stealing, and
armed robbery, as punishment meted out by the spirits of the disrupted
traditional landscapes.
In Fukayosi, participants indicated that the related deterioration in
community wellbeing was as a consequence of limited access to the river and
sacred sites in the woodland for healing or restoration of good health. Some
participants, however, attributed the increasing mental health problems to
distress over poor economic conditions in the community, primarily explained by
the shift from farming for household consumption and maintenance to farming
for land grabbers such as SEKAB.
We are in hard times. We farm and sell to SEKAB, but the money we get is not
able to buy food for our family. Parents who are in charge of providing food
are troubled. Most of them are not having peace of the mind (M, 42 years,
community member, Fukayosi).
Another health concern was the increasing incidence of waterborne and
sanitation-related diseases such as diarrhoea and typhoid. Responses explaining
how these health outcomes were attributable to large-scale land investment
activities reflected two narratives. Whereas some residents perceived water
bodies (sacred sites) used for domestic purposes to have lost their refreshing
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qualities and therapeutic attributes because of interference, others believe
residue of chemical fertilizers and weedicides, often applied on large-scale farms
had polluted water bodies. Amidst uncertainties, participants were worried that
water-borne diseases could further worsen their health and wellbeing as more
community sacred lands are brought under LSLA.
It is crucial to underscore the point that responses on psychosocial health
impacts of LSLAs (as illustrated above) depicted two re-enforcing perspectives:
the effect emanating from relational processes between individuals, their
community, and the changing environment; and the effect as an outcome of
socioeconomic positioning. The first assumes a non-materialistic dimension
whereby changes in individual or community therapeutic spaces tend to
reconfigure feelings of respite and good health into heightened desperation at
the individual level. These feelings ultimately lead to poor psychosocial health, and
through relational processes, impact community wellbeing. The second on the
other hand centers on relative materialistic deprivation resulting from changing
livelihood dynamics and widening socioeconomic inequalities fuelled by uneven
LSLA impacts. Despite this clear structuring of the two perspectives, we observed
from the interviews that they reinforce each other through complex ways that
make a choice of one over the other as the pathway through which LSLAs impacts
psychosocial health a struggle between therapeutic feelings and livelihood
imperative.
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4.5.4. Reaction, remedies, and policy options
With differentiated sense of therapeutic landscapes, residents react
differently as to how to mitigate the effects of LSLA on their health and wellbeing.
Participants highlighted migration as one of the strategies employed by young
residents with financial ability to move. Others talked about how young people
with a minimum of secondary education were also moving out in search of jobs in
big towns. A resident explained the complexities involved in this form of ‘forced’
migration:
Young people with [some level of] education leave for the city to look for
work. … Those without money don’t go even if they want to. Also, elders
stay back and continue the culture. … I am still here because I don’t have
enough resources to leave for my old parents (M, 39 years, community
member, Pangani).

Even though out-migration of young people from the two communities has
persisted for decades, respondents talked about how the perception that LSLAs
were taking over agricultural land and traditional spaces with therapeutic value
contributed to the increasing trends. Some residents indicated that jobs created
by LSLA activities were inadequate to compensate for livelihoods lost to largescale land investments, therefore forcing young people to migrate.
Also, residents employ several forms of resistance/reaction to LSLA,
including working with NGOs to protest, write to government officials, and march
in district and regional capitals to showcase the impact of LSLA in their
communities. Yet, there is a discernible feeling of weakness among participants in
pushing government and policymakers to address their concerns over land
investment. Furthermore, community members employ diverse remedies to the
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adverse psychosocial health effects of LSLA. Being generally perceived as ‘nonhospital health condition’, residents turn to herbalists, churches, and mosques
(depending on one’s religious beliefs) to address mental distress. Stress over
livelihoods, either in declining fish catch from the Pangani River or shrinking
available land for subsistence farming in Fukaysi was being remedied by engaging
in less sustainable alternative livelihoods. For instance, some men in Pangani were
venturing into women dominated petty trading, while some women in Fukayosi
turned temporary charcoal burning into full-time livelihood activity.
Consequently, residents spoke about ways to address the continuous
impact of LSLA in their community, which included reverting sacred sites taken up
by LSLAs to community members, implementing complementary health programs
in communities with land investments, and strengthening traditional councils and
local populations’ participation in decision-making on locating land investments in
their communities. These are discussed further in the conclusion section.
4.6.

Discussion
In this study, we explored how the therapeutic nature of community lands

(sacred sites) has been impacted by large-scale land acquisitions. By situating this
work within therapeutic landscapes, our study extends the literature on largescale land acquisition (LSLA) beyond the conventional domains of political and
economic analysis to include impacts on health and wellbeing. The study also
contributes to the therapeutic landscapes concept with the finding that
differentiated therapeutic values in sacred lands (‘green’ spaces) and sacred
water bodies (‘blue’ spaces) are shaped differently by cultural non-materialities,

110
which promote attachment to traditional environments among local populations.
These differentiated feelings have combined with economic interest in an unequal
power system over land tenure to fuel the destruction of therapeutic landscapes
of local populations.
Intervention into local lands in low-income countries in the form of LSLAs
has been described and/or justified in two contrasting domains. While its
proponents describe it as a developmental tool (a sustainable livelihood), with the
potential to replace ‘unproductive’ agricultural and land use systems, and thereby
enhance livelihoods and transform local economies (Byamugisha, 2013; Deininger
et al., 2011), opponents of this model have taken the view that LSLAs are framed
as such in disguise for perpetuating dispossession and accumulation of local
community land (Benjaminsen & Bryceson, 2012; Rulli et al., 2018).
The debate has focused on the process through which sustainable
livelihoods can be achieved, which we argue involves choices and trade-offs with
far-reaching impacts on local populations(Carney, 2003; Scoones, 1998; Serrat,
2017). For instance, moving away from smallholder agriculture into large-scale
farming is a choice between taking away the power of local populations over
what, when and how to produce on their land, and entrusting that power onto
investors. This touches on broader socio-political and sovereignty issues (not
discussed here). When viewed from the economic lens, it is a choice between
peasantry and wage labour, or between producing for the local population or
export. The outcomes of these choices, though reflecting varied positionality on
sustainable livelihoods, form the crust of the debates in LSLAs. As revealed in this
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study, we can appreciate a broader purview of LSLAs impacts when we
interrogate the non-materialistic features of lands given out for investor takeovers. With the help of the therapeutic landscapes concept, it is evident that the
changing use of traditional lands has psychosocial health implications for local
populations, consistent with other works that have reported mental health
impacts of environmental dispossessions among First Nations populations
(Richmond, 2015; Tobias & Richmond, 2014). In supporting the call for a shift from
the description of number, scale, and processes of LSLAs, we emphasize the need
to move analysis of LSLAs beyond the current focus on economics and politics, to
include psychosocial health implications on local populations.
The

finding

that

the

psychosocial

health

impact of

LSLAs is

intergenerational and also defined by community attachment highlights another
layer of the complexity of LSLA distributional impacts aside gender and social
power related disparities already reported in the literature (Chu, 2011; Shete &
Rutten, 2015). We observed how intergenerational impact plays out in the form of
a struggle between livelihood improvement through LSLAs among young people
and resistance of activities of large-scale investors by older people who perceived
LSLAs as posing psychosocial health impacts in Fukayosi. Similar disparities are
observed between traditional residents and newcomers’ conceptualization of
values of land in Pangani, highlighting differentiated interest on land. This
understanding, when extrapolated to the global scale, could further explain how
local populations’ resistance of LSLAs embodies a gamut of issues including fear
of experiencing heightened psychosocial distress following activities of LSLAs.
More importantly, this suggests that LSLAs for different segments of local
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populations are a trade-off between concerns over livelihoods, physical
development and psychosocial health, which should be balanced in our agenda
for sustainable development.
Furthermore, the risk of destroying traditional landscapes of therapeutic
relevance through LSLAs seems enormous given the overwhelming crave of
investors for profits and the focus of national governments on physical
development. The development architecture of many low-income countries
prioritizes infrastructural and other forms of physical development over ‘soft’
development, and governments tend to focus more on these to win elections.
This presumption is confirmed in Tanzania when potential benefits of LSLAs took
a center stage in the 2015 elections, with political parties jostling over which one
of them could attract more large-scale land investments to local populations
(Schlimmer, 2018). Amidst these trends, local resistance is undoubtedly not
practical in a pro-investor global political economy (Hall et al., 2015). This is
demonstrated in Fukayosi when local resistance saw the termination of a land
lease with SEKAB, an international biofuel company, only for the company to file a
suit at the International Centre for Settlement of Investment Disputes (a World
Bank entity) demanding US$ 500 million compensation from the Government of
Tanzania. This in part demonstrates the broad institutionalized power for land
grabbers in the neoliberal global political economy to avert resistance from local
populations and their governments. In this regard, we argue that local resistance
to land grabbing is amenable to the dictates of the current neoliberal global
economy. It, therefore, stands to reason that psychosocial health as found in
coastal Tanzania might be widespread among local populations in many low-
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income countries. Coupled with mental health distress arising from worsening
deprivation and food insecurity as reported in Fukayosi, psychosocial health could
be a significant health concern among vulnerable populations such as children,
women (Rulli et al., 2018; Shete & Rutten, 2015), and heads of households (Atuoye
& Luginaah, 2017; Hadley & Patil, 2008) in low-income countries.
4.7.

Conclusion
Examining the impacts of large-scale land acquisition on local populations

beyond economics and politics in this study revealed worrying perceived adverse
health consequences now and potentially in the future. This leads to important
questions about the sustainability of local populations with the rise in large-scale
land acquisition in low-income countries, for whom in part the agenda for land
investment has been promoted (Byamugisha, 2013; Deininger et al., 2011; World
Bank, 2009b). Without making generalizable claims here with findings from our
study, it is important to raise concerns about the world having to deal with yet
another burden of poor health in low-income countries given the current spate of
large-scale land acquisitions. This area of research requires attention.
In the meantime, the voices of residents in the two study communities
highlight important imperatives for policy. The land reforms embarked upon in
Tanzania and other low-income countries should emphasize identification and
protection of therapeutic sites in local communities in ways that maintain the
dynamic cultural interconnectedness that have been found to improve health and
wellbeing of local populations in other contexts (Richmond, 2015; Tobias &
Richmond, 2014). In line with this, the UNESCO World Heritage sites model is one
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strategy (Gravari-Barbas, Robinson, & Bourdeau, 2017). This model could be
adopted to fit the unique context of local populations. For coastal Tanzania, local
and national government policies should encourage local participation and
management of sacred sites taken up by LSLAs in ways that protect their
therapeutic values while sharing their unique stories with tourists for economic
gains. Furthermore, land governance seeking to empower local structures such as
the village councils in Tanzania should also further devolve local development
decision making including land investment to these councils, and encourage local
population participation in deciding where, when and how to give out land for
investment. In addition, the study findings suggest the need to emphasize health
and wellbeing in LSLA discourses. Similar to the approaches employed in First
Nation's health in North America and Australia, health policy institutions and
organisations at local, national and global scale (e.g. the World Health
Organisation, national and local health policy makers and service providers)
should consider the potential health risks of LSLAs and prioritize provision of
psychosocial health services in impacted communities such as Fukayosi and
Pangani in coastal Tanzania.
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Abstract
Amidst growing concerns over increasing human health risks arising from overconsumption of natural resources, ecological governance (EG) has appeared as a
multi-actor mechanism for sustainable development. In the political ecologies of
land grabbing, it is unclear how EG by itself could be contributing to health and
wellbeing. With data (n=1,514) from land grabbing context in coastal Tanzania, we
examined the psychosocial health impact of EG using multivariate complementary
log-log models. The analysis revealed that 7% of individuals perceived the practice
of EG to be good. Individuals with poor (OR=3.00, p≤0.01) and fair (OR=4.22,
p≤0.001) compared to those with good perception of EG were more likely to
report

psychosocial

distress.

Also,

food

insecurity,

socio-demographic

characteristics (age, gender, and land attachment) and socio-ecological factors
(climate change stressors and place of residence) were statistically associated
with psychosocial distress. Based on the study findings, we propose a framework
for examining the psychosocial health impact of EG in the context of
environmental change.
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5.1.

Introduction
Large scale land acquisitions (LSLAs) in low-income countries have

produced enormous changes to the social, cultural and physical environments of
local populations (Balehegn, 2015; Cotula et al., 2009; Fairhead et al., 2012). While
the impacts of these changes have remained paramount, there is less attention on
how mechanisms (e.g. land governance) put in place to reduce risks and galvanize
potential benefits from LSLAs could in themselves be contributing to adverse
impacts on local populations. In this study, we examined the question about how
land (ecological) governance influences the psychosocial health of local
populations. By addressing this question, we seek to contribute to the nascent
literature on health impacts of LSLAs and position ecological governance in the
conceptual framing of health determinants in low-income countries.
Environment and health approach to the study of human health
underscores the important role of ‘place’ as a health-producing phenomenon that
contributes to disparities in mental disorders. The notion of ‘place’ encompasses
interconnected characteristics and processes that define unique physical, social,
economic and cultural context, and its people, upon which health disparities are
shaped (Blair, Ross, Gariepy, & Schmitz, 2014; Kearns & Moon, 2002; Moore et al.,
2018). Indeed, it has been widely acknowledged that where you live is your health,
recognising that settings with deprivation (e.g. poor sanitation and water access,
food insecurity, and poor access to health care services) are also localities of poor
health (Blair et al., 2014; Luginaah, 2009; Moore et al., 2018; Veenstra et al., 2005).
This literature emphasises sense of place, and neighbourhood morphology as
either promoting or constraining active and healthy living. It also highlights the
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psychosocial health impact of environmental exposures (Hirsch et al., 2018; Ma, Li,
Kwan, & Chai, 2018), forced eviction or denying/limiting access to traditional
environments (Richmond & Ross, 2009). However, the influence of ‘place’ on
mental health is dynamic and individualised on a complex balance of
environmental sustainability interest, sense of place, risk perceptions, and
expected/actual benefits arising from environmental change. Individuals with
negative perceptions of environmental change are likely to experience associated
stress, anxiety and other forms of poor psychosocial health (Blair et al., 2014).
Furthermore, work from Social Determinants of Health have explained
how socio-economic inequalities at individual, immediate and wider societal levels
either act alone or together with individual’s biological and behavioural
characteristics to produce disparities in health and wellbeing (Allen, Balfour, Bell,
& Marmot, 2014; Marmot, 2018). Here, inequality is emphasised as a product of
social, political and economic discrimination at varied scales, which disrupts
development of capacities to withstand environmental, social and economic
challenges over a life course. According to this literature, feeling of helplessness,
stress and anxiety stem from the fact that individuals are either unable to meet
present daily life needs with current capacities and stock of resources, or in a
weak position to address perceived future risks and challenges (Marmot, 2018).
Studies taking the SDH approach in SSA have alluded to widening inequalities
arising from growing unemployment, poor social infrastructure, and rapidly
changing ecologies as contributing to despondency, depression, and other forms
of mental illness (Health Metrics & World Bank, 2013). More localised studies in
this area examined how stress and stigma associated with inequalities in access to
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water and sanitation culminate into psychosocial distress among women (Bisung
& Elliott, 2017), and how food insecurity is associated with elevated mental
distress (Atuoye & Luginaah, 2017).
Despite the utility of conceptual frameworks and approaches in explaining
mental health disparities, there is the realisation that most of them tend to underrepresent the role of governance. The quality of governance at multiple scales
sets the foundational processes for policymaking, which ultimately shapes the
form and character of policies, and their impact on health and wellbeing. For
instance, structural inequalities as determinants of health are not just the creation
of policy; they are products of policy making within a broader governance
environment. Similarly, decisions about siting of environmental exposures, which
land and under what conditions to lease out for large-scale ecological exploitation
are greatly influenced by the quality of land governance (German et al., 2013;
Margulis, McKeon, & Borras, 2013). Thus, the psychosocial health consequences of
socioeconomic inequalities, environmental exposures and place morphology can
be traced to the quality of governance exhibited across multiple scales. Yet, our
understanding of these dynamics, particularly in LSLAs in low-income countries
has been limited. By building on environmental stewardship (Bennett et al., 2018),
we examined the link between ecological governance and psychosocial health
with the aim of providing insight for policy and conceptual framing of the rising
incidence of mental health in SSA.
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5.2.

Conceptualising ecological governance and psychosocial health in the
context of land grabbing
The rise of land grabbing in low-income countries have provoked research

across

disciplines

covering

topics

such

as

international

development,

environmental sustainability, food security, and gender and development,
because of its enormous consequences for wellbeing (Margulis et al., 2013). The
impacts as evidenced in studies have been varied, with the suggestion that land
governance processes including the level of transparency and accountability in
land leasing partly explain differentiated impacts among local populations
(Deininger et al., 2011). Despite consensus for reforms to promote sustainability of
local environments, livelihoods, and communities, how to achieve these reforms is
a highly contested topic in the large body of the land grabbing literature. For
scholars mainly from the economic development perspective, implementation of
national land reforms alongside voluntary responsible land investment principles
at multiple scales can promote sustainability (Africa Union, et al., 2014; Deininger
et al., 2011). In contrast, post-development and agrarian scholars consider LSLAs
as another neo-liberal agenda of staging the rebirth of colonisation in low-income
countries, and for that matter, land reforms as being advocated would only
contribute to the neo-liberal resource colonising agenda (Li, 2014; Murphy,
Carmody, & Okawakol, 2017). Global sustainable development literature lends
support to the empowerment of grassroot actors and actions towards advancing
ecological sustainability but advocates for ecological governance across scale
(Lundqvist, 2018).
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Ecological governance is framed as a sustainable development concept
that applies principles of democracy (e.g. citizen participation, rights, and
autonomy) in the management and utilisation of natural resources (Lundqvist,
2018). It embraces the inter-generational perspective of equal rights of both today
and tomorrow’s citizens to live in healthy environments and share in the natural
resources of the world. This concept of governance advocates ‘governing of the
commons’ (Ostrom, 2015) by conceptualising natural environment as a collective
resource for the global community. With this understanding, ecological
governance works towards establishing spatially nested systems of organisation
that promote ecological worldview (Lundqvist, 2018). In effect, it contemplates
natural resource governance processes at multiple levels, with each level having
autonomy and capacity to advance ecological sustainability.
In LSLAs, the convergence of multiple actors, their capacities and
authority, and inherent motivations/interest within a broader socio-ecological,
economic and political environment suggest a structure for ecological governance
(see Figure 5 in discussion). Although framed around Bennett and colleagues’
environmental stewardship which focuses on management of the environment
(Bennett et al., 2018), ecological governance analytical framework embraces both
exploitation (e.g. large-scale framing, mining, and fishing) and

sustainability

(conservation) motives of actors. While disparities in outcomes can adversely
impact the mental health of those vulnerable in the process, perception of the
quality of ecological governance can also have a direct, yet less noticeable impact
on the mental health of local populations. For instance, poor ecological
governance can increase worry, stress and anxiety over the sustainability of local
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environments,

livelihoods

and

communities

(Lundqvist,

2018).

The

conceptualisation of ecological governance and health framework in this study
highlights the need for tools in examining how and what impacts the
implementation of sustainable development leave behind for local populations.
5.3.

Study context and ecological governance
Tanzania is located in East Africa along the Western coast of the Indian

Ocean, and bordered by Kenya, Uganda, Mozambique, Democratic Republic of
Congo, Rwanda and Burundi, Zambia and Malawi (URT, 2017). It has large parcels
of agricultural land (only 23% of about 44 million hectares in use) and mineral
resources, which the government through specialised institutions such as the
Tanzania Investment Center, leverages for foreign investments (Chachage, 2010).
Although this strategy is not new, it has gained currency in the last two decades as
a result of a number of factors including the push by the World Bank for largescale land investment as a development path for low-income countries (World
Bank, 2009a). Tanzania is vulnerable to adverse effects of climate change
including sea level rise, flooding and drought which contribute to food and water
insecurity (Bunce, Brown, & Rosendo, 2010).
Land governance in Tanzania primarily rests with the central government.
However, elected local committees are entrusted with the power of managing
community/village lands, while individuals with titles to land parcels control their
use. Despite this arrangement, the land laws in the country allows the
government to revert land under any other form of title into general land for
allocation to investors. This makes the government and its agencies, village
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committee members, and individual local community members key actors in
ecological governance. But in the specific context of LSLAs, investors, including
non-Governmental Organisations and their local and international networks
involved in conservation activities, local and international corporations, and
foreign governments, particularly in the Gulf Region are active actors as well, and
tend to influence how ecological resources (e.g. land, minerals and marine
resources) are governed in the country (Chachage, 2010). Actors here represent
the unique characteristics (e.g. resource dependence, socio-economic and
demographic characteristics) of all those involved in LSLAs (Bennett et al., 2018;
Lundqvist, 2018).
Furthermore, as indicated in Figure 5, capacities of actors in the form of
access to socioeconomic resources, rights to access land and participate in land
use policymaking, and broader governance character influence the extent to
which different group of actors engage in the utilisation and management of
ecological resources. Related to capacities is motivation of actors. Different actors
have varied ethical/moral stance and beliefs around environmental protection,
and the drive for autonomy in managing their resources (Bennett et al., 2018;
Lundqvist, 2018). In addition, expected benefits of ecological governance in the
form of a healthy environment, economic rewards, as well as sanctions are
important motivations that shape actors’ actions on ecological exploitation. These
dynamics operate within the global political economy. Indeed, the influence of
global processes including climate action, the drive for increased food production,
mineral extraction, eco-tourism and other forms of land investments are well
documented drivers of LSLAs (Arezki et al., 2013). While it is important to
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understand how ecological governance shapes socioeconomic outcomes,
perceptions of local populations about the quality of ecological governance is
connected to considerations on the sustainability of their ecologies, livelihoods
and wellbeing. It also defines their autonomy and control of their environments
(Lundqvist, 2018). In this regard, local populations’ concerns about overexploitation or mismanagement of ecological resources in coastal Tanzania
(Atuoye et al., 2019), in part, relate to their experiences and perceptions of
apparent lack of good ecological governance. Understanding this relationship can
provide insight into the rising mental health in SSA. Thus, we examined how
ecological governance may be influencing psychosocial distress in coastal
Tanzania.
5.4.

Methods

5.4.1. Data Collection
The analysis of psychosocial health impact of ecological governance
utilised data from a cross-sectional study (n=s1,782) conducted in three regions
(Tanga, Pwani and Dar es Salaam) in coastal Tanzania involving individuals aged 18
years and above. Sampling was in multi-stages involving random selection of
study districts, wards, villages, households and participants to ensure proportional
representation of the study population. The sampling units corresponded with the
enumeration areas of the 2012 Population and Housing Census in the country.
Detailed description of the research design and data collection is presented in
Chapter Three. The data was processed in IBM SPSS version 21, while analyses
were conducted in Stata.
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5.4.2. Measures
Outcome variable: Psychosocial distress
The outcome variable in this study (psychosocial health) was constructed
from the nine-item standardized questions of the Nottingham Health Profile
(NHP) on emotional reaction (Hunt, McEwen, & McKenna, 1985). Even though
emotional reaction may slightly differ from psychosocial health, the emotional
reaction domain of the NHP measures the same health construct (psychosocial
health) as the 12-item General health Questionnaire (Mckenna & Payne, 1989), and
therefore has been applied in the study of psychosocial distress (Ervasti et al.,
2016). The NHP is a relatively quick self-administered clinical and survey
instrument with strengths in examining health related conditions and quality of
life of patients and general population (Hunt et al., 1985; Mckenna & Payne, 1989).
It has the advantage of sensitively capturing variation in health conditions within
and between sub-groups in a population (Hunt et al., 1985) in different cultures
(Liang, Wang, & Tao, 2015). The instrument is in two main parts. The first part has
38 ‘yes/no’ response items assessing six domains of health including emotional
reaction (9 items), sleep (5 items), energy level (3 items), pain (8 items), social
isolation (5 items), and physical abilities (8 items), while the second part has 7
questions relating to quality of life in work, home management, social life,
recreation and hobbies (Hunt et al., 1985). For each of the domains in the first
part, a ‘no’ response is coded ‘0’, and ‘yes’ response weighted based on its
relative severity, with the sum of scores ranging from 0 to 100, representing a
continuous scale of good to poor health (Busija et al., 2011; Hunt et al., 1985;
Mckenna & Payne, 1989). A test for internal consistency of the emotional reaction
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domain using Cronbach’s alpha (α=0.7132) showed a strong internal consistency of
the scale and confirmed that the 9 items in the data measured a single
construct—psychosocial health. Since the variable was not normally distributed,
and without predefined cut-offs, we followed previous works that have
considered the upper quartile as cases of psychosocial distress (coded: No=0;
Yes=1) (Ervasti et al., 2016).
Key independent variable: Ecological Governance (EG)
Consistent with the conceptual framework, we derived ecological
governance from eight 5-point Likert scale response (strongly agree to strongly
disagree) questions relating to environmental and natural resource management
in local communities (see Table 2). The Cronbach’s alpha for the overall index
(α=0.9363) indicates a strong internal consistency of the construct—EG. The 8
variables were combined using the egen group command available in Stata and
recoded into “Good EG” representing ‘strongly agree’ and ‘agree’ only cases,
“Poor EG” for ‘disagree’ and ‘strongly disagree’ cases only, and “Fair EG” for
other cases.
Covariates
Informed by the conceptual framework and literature on land grabbing
and mental health, we included measures of socioeconomic inequalities, sociodemographic characteristics and socio-ecological context in our analysis of how
ecological governance is associated with psychosocial health of local populations
in land grabbing context. Measures of socioeconomic inequalities in the study
were food (in)security, educational attainment, occupation and household
wealth.
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Table 2: Descriptive statistics and scale validity test of ecological governance and
land attachment items
Responses (n=1,514)

Cronbach’s
alpha

Ecological Governance Index Items
The local government informs us about governance issues
including decisions concerning our community
There are opportunities to voice out concerns in our
community
I’m satisfied with how decisions concerning our
community are made
I have trust and confidence in my community leaders
I have trust and confidence in my local government
Overall, I trust my village leaders to protect our traditional
environment
Large scale land acquisition actors involve our community
members in decisions making
I trust large scale land acquisition actors in my community
to protect our interest
Overall scale: Ecological Governance

SA (%)
9.61

A (A)
33.99

N (%)
15.27

D (%)
10.84

SD (%)
30.30

0.9258

8.13

35.22

15.03

17.00

24.63

0.9220

7.64

26.60

19.21

18.97

27.59

0.9193

6.90
7.88
6.16

30.05
26.85
29.80

16.5
17.73
17.49

20.44
16.50
16.50

26.11
31.03
30.05

0.9184
0.9184
0.9186

1.23

11.82

15.27

10.84

60.84

0.9441

1.97

8.62

13.79

12.81

62.81

0.9514

6.19

25.37

16.29

15.49

36.67

0.9363

0.49

3.69

0.8189

10.59

28.08

0.7785

12.32

26.60

0.7809

9.11
3.45

16.50
7.39

0.7830
0.8029

12.81

11.08

0.7777

18.47

16.26

0.7746

17.98

20.44

0.7859

10.65

16.26

0.8098

Land Attachment scale items
The land (including the forest and natural environment)
75.86
15.27
4.68
means a lot to me and other community members
Land is a holy and spiritual being, providing us good health 18.72
31.53
11.08
and protection from harm and disasters
Land is a medium through which we keep in touch with
20.94
29.06
11.08
our ancestors and god
Land has cultural and traditional importance
25.37
39.41
9.61
I feel strongly connected to land (the environment) in my
55.17
21.67
12.32
traditional community
Disasters and droughts are occurring because the land
23.89
34.98
17.24
(environment) is desecrated
I feel there is poor health because our land (environment)
16.50
34.73
14.04
is being abused
I feel distressed or sick when we harm is done to our
15.27
32.51
13.79
natural environment
Overall scale: Land Attachment
31.47
29.90
11.73
Note: SA=Strongly Agree; A=Agree; N=Neutral; D=Disagree; SD=Strongly Disagree

Food (in)security was derived from the Household Food Insecurity Access
Scale (HFIAS), a standardized instrument developed by Coates et. al (Coates,
Swindale, & Bilinsky, 2007). We constructed the continuous form of the HFIAS
using additive scale after testing for scale reliability (internal consistency:
Cronbach’s α= 0.9490). Educational attainment was categorised into no formal
education, primary, and secondary or higher.
Similarly, the main occupation of study participants was categorised into
farming, civil services, and other forms of employment (e.g. trading). Household
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wealth quintile is a composite variable built from household assets including
housing characteristics (e.g. floor, roofing and wall), consumable items (e.g.
televisions set, radio, bicycle, motorbike and car), fuel type (e.g. gas, firewood,
electricity), ownership of basic facilities (e.g. kitchen, potable water, and toilet)
and livestock (e.g. cows, goats, poultry). We standardized each asset item using
the std command in Stata. Then, we applied PCA to construct household wealth
index, and subsequently categorised it into quintiles, labeled as 1st
quintile=poorest, 2nd quintile=poor, 3rd quintile=middle, 4th quintile=rich, and 5th
quintile=riches. Cronbach’s alpha (α=0.8054) indicated strong internal consistency
of the index. This approach has been applied in several studies (e.g. Luginaah et
al., 2016; TDHS, 2016).
The socio-demographic variables in the study were age of respondents
(categorised: 18-24, 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, 55 and above), gender (male, female),
marital status (never married, currently married, formerly married), religion
(Muslims, Christians, Traditionalist), and social group membership. Land
attachment, the last socio-demographic variable in our analyses is a composite
index constructed from eight 5-point response Likert scale (strongly agree to
strongly disagree; coded 5 to 1, respectively). Selection of index items was
informed by literature on individuals beliefs and feelings about their natural
environment, and sense of place as determinants of health (Atuoye et al., 2019;
Richmond & Ross, 2009). These questions focused on local beliefs about land, its
spiritual and cultural significance, and the consequences of land contamination
and over-exploitation (see Table 2). We constructed an additive scale from the 8item instrument with high scores denoting strong land attachment (Cronbach’s
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alpha=0.8098). Also, the socio-ecological context included duration of residence,
which was dichotomised into 5 years or less and more than 5 years. Other socioecological variables include climate change stressors (drought experience,
temperature variability, rainfall variability and change in farmland fertility), and
place of residence (rural or urban).
5.4.3. Analytical technique
The study employed multivariate regression to examine how ecological
governance is associated with psychosocial distress in land grabbing context.
Regression models for binary response outcomes such as logit could produce
biased estimates because the distribution of the outcome variable in the study
(psychosocial distress) violates the assumption of symmetrical in logit models (see
Table 3). Thus, we employed generalized linear models (GLM) with the
complementary log-log link function of the binomial family to achieve sigmoid
function in our parameter estimates (Penman & Johnson, 2009). Also, the
stratified design of our sampling, which allowed for proportionality in selection of
respondents from households in village clusters, could have resulted in nesting of
responses, which could potentially compromise the independence of our
observations. To address this, we imposed a unique ID onto our models through
the vce command in Stata. We further adjusted for sample weights to improve the
robustness of the parameter estimates. Regressions coefficients were
exponentiated into Odds Ratios (ORs) for easy interpretation. In this study, OR
‘greater than 1’ is interpreted as more likely to report psychosocial distress than
not, while OR ‘less than 1’ is interpreted as less likely to report psychosocial
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distress. Even though we were interested in examining the independent
relationship between ecological governance and psychosocial distress, we first
built bivariate models to estimate the zero-order association of the independent
variables and psychosocial distress, and then three nested multivariate models to
account for the effect of three blocs of conceptually relevant variables, and their
independent contribution to psychosocial distress in land grabbing context.
Model 1 accounted for socioeconomic inequalities; model 2 introduced sociodemographic factors; while model 3 added socio-ecological factors. In tandem
with our study objective, we limited our analysis to observations from land
grabbing context (n=1,514), which formed the analytical sample of the study. All
analyses were conducted in Stata SE 15.1.
5.5.

Results

5.5.1. Sample characteristics
Descriptive statistics are reported in Table 3. The study found that about
25% (top quartile) of individuals reported a score above 52 on the 0-100
psychosocial health scale (27.83% report a score above 50). The analysis also
revealed that 35% of individuals consider ecological governance in their
communities as poor, 59% indicated it was fair, and 7% report it was good.
Disparities in educational attainment, occupation and household wealth represent
socioeconomic inequalities.
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Table 3: Measurement and descriptive statistics – Psychosocial health in LSLAs context
Variable
Psychosocial distress
No
Yes
Ecological Governance
Good
Fair
Poor
HFIAS*
Alcohol Consumption
No
Yes
Education
Secondary +
Primary
No formal education
Occupation
Civil service
Others
Farming
Wealth Quintile
Richest
Rich
Middle
Poor
Poorest
Age
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55+
Gender
Male
Female
Marital Status
Never married
Currently married
Formerly married
Religion
Muslim
Christian
Traditionalist
Social Group Member
No
Yes
Land Attachment Index*
Drought
No
Yes
Temperature variability
No
Yes
Rainfall variability
Unchanged or
prolonged
Shorter

Percent (n=1,514)
74.63
25.37
6.65
58.62
34.73
10.15 (7.27) Min=0; Max=27

Measures/coding
Sum of weighted scores from the emotional reaction domain of NHP
categorised into quartiles. Coded: top quartile (psychosocial distress) =
yes (1); rest of quartiles = no (0).
Composite variable of eight 5-point Likert scale response questions on
ecological governance (see Table).
Coded: good (Strongly Agree + Agree) = 1; fair (Neutral + any other
combination) = 2, and poor (Strongly Disagree + Disagree) = 3
Additive scale from the nine item Household Food Insecurity Access
Scale

83.00
17.00

Derived from ‘consumes alcohol’.
Coded: no = 1, and yes = 2

10.5
66.0
23.5

Highest educational attainment.
Coded: secondary and above = 1, primary = 2, and no formal education =
3

11.4
21.6
67.0

Main occupation.
Coded: civil service (government work) = 1, other (not in civil services
and farming) = 2, and farming = 3

19.9
19.9
19.9
20.0
20.3

Composite variable of household assets constructed using Principal
Component Analysis and categorised into quintiles.
Coded: richest (top quintile) = 1, rich (fourth quintile) = 2, middle (third
quintile) = 3, poor (second quintile) = 4, and poorest (lowest quintile) =
5

13.55
31.28
25.12
11.08
18.97
43.6
56.4
4.6
73.2
22.2
80.1
15.7
4.2
51.0
49.0
27.97(7.05) Min=8; Max=40

24.5
75.5
2.7
97.3
12.7
87.3

Age of respondent.
Coded: 18-24 = 1, 25-34 = 2, 35-44 = 3, 45-54 = 4, and 55 and above = 5

Sex of respondent.
Coded: male = 1, and female = 2
Marital status at time of study.
Coded never married (single) = 1, currently married = 2, and formerly
married (divorced or widowed) = 3
Derived from ‘religious affiliation’.
Coded: Muslim (Islam) = 1, Christian (Christianity) = 2, and Traditionalist
(traditional religion or no religion) = 3
Affiliation with any form of social grouping.
Coded: no = 1, and yes = 2
Additive index of eight 5-point Likert scale response questions
(strongly agree = 5, strongly disagree = 1) (see Table 2)
Derived from ‘Have you experienced drought in the past 10 years?’.
Coded: no = 1, and yes = 2
Experience of temperature variability in past 10 years.
Coded: no = 1, and yes = 2
Experience of changes in pattern of rainfall seasons compared to the
past ten years.
Coded: unchanged or prolonged = 1, and shorter = 2
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Table 3 Cont.
Variable

Percent (n=1,514)

Measures/coding

Farmland fertility change
How land fertility has changed compared to the past 10 years.
Improved
7.8
Coded: Improved = 1, and no change or worse = 2
No change or worse
92.2
Duration of residence
Derived from ‘how long have you have residing in your current
>5 years
84.3
location?’
≤5 years
15.7
Coded: more than 5 years = 1, and 5 years or less = 2
Place of residence
Urban
16.0
National Census classification of place of residence.
Rural
84.0
Coded: urban = 1, and rural = 2
Note: *Mean and standard deviation in parenthesis; NHP=Nottingham Health Profile

Consistent with national education statistics (URT, 2017), we found that
24% of individuals had no formal education, while about 66% and 11% had attained
primary, and secondary or higher education, respectively. In addition, majority
(67%) of individuals were engaged in farming, 11% employed in civil service
(government jobs), and 22% in some other form of employment (e.g. trade).
Household wealth was evenly distributed across quintiles with about 20.3% of
individuals in the poorest household wealth category.
Socio-demographic characteristics also reflect similar distribution in the
general population. For instance, majority of individuals were females (56%),
married at time of study (73%), and affiliated with Islam (80%). Furthermore, 14% of
individuals were 18-24 years, while those above 54 years make up 19% of the study
population. Individuals in the 25-34, 35-44, and 45-54 age ranges were 31%, 25%, and
11%, respectively. We further observed that 49% of individuals were active
members of a social group of some kind (e.g. youth group, framer group). In
addition, individuals in coastal Tanzania have strong attachment to land as
indicated by the mean score of 28 (min=8; and max=40).
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The study confirmed heterogeneity in the socio-ecological context of
individuals in coastal Tanzania. For instance, majority (84%) were resident in a rural
locality, with a similar proportion (84.3%) indicated they had continuously been
resident in current localities at the time of the study for more than 5 years. In
respect of climate stressors, majority (76%) had experienced drought conditions,
temperature variability (97%) shorter rainfall seasons (87%) and worsening or no
improvement in farmland fertility (92%) in the 10 years preceding the study.
5.5.2. Bivariate results
Bivariate results indicating how individual independent variables in the
study relate to psychosocial distress are shown in Table 4 (model 1). The analyses
revealed that ecological governance is statistically associated with psychosocial
distress in land grabbing context in coastal Tanzania. Compared to individuals with
perceptions of good ecological governance, those with fair and poor experiences
were more likely to report psychosocial distress (OR=4.60, p≤0.001, and OR=3.11,
p≤0.01, respectively). Socioeconomic deprivation was associated with poor
psychosocial health at bivariate level. For example, we found individuals with
higher levels of food insecurity more likely to report psychosocial distress
(OR=1.05, p≤0.001). Also, individuals with no formal education compared to
secondary education or higher (OR=2.80, p≤0.01), and those in farming (OR=2.72,
p≤0.05), or engaged in other forms of employment (OR=3.05, p≤0.05) relative to
individuals employed in civil service (government jobs) were more likely to report
psychosocial distress. Similarly, compared to individuals from households in the
richest wealth category, those in the poorest, poor and middle were more likely to
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report psychosocial distress (OR=1.80, p≤0.05; OR=2.04, p≤0.01; and OR=1.49,
p≤0.05, respectively). Furthermore, socio-demographic characteristics such as
age, gender, marital status, religious affiliation, social group membership, and
land attachment were statistically associated with disparities in psychosocial
health. For socio-ecological factors, we found that disparities in experience of
drought, rainfall variability, change in farmland fertility, and duration of residence
were significant predictors of psychosocial distress in our bivariate analyses.
5.5.3. Multivariate results
The multivariate results are indicated in Table 4 (model 2-4). The
relationship between ecological governance and psychosocial distress remained
robust, but with slight attenuation in parameter estimates after accounting for
the effect of socioeconomic inequality in model 2. Also, the impact of
socioeconomic inequalities on psychosocial distress reduced. For instance, apart
from household food insecurity, which remained robust, the statistical
significance of education attenuated, while that for occupation and household
wealth quintile disappeared. Further analyses showed household food insecurity
masks the effect of occupation and wealth disparities on psychosocial distress.
The impact of ecological governance on psychosocial distress increased both in
statistical significance and magnitude when we introduced socio-demographic
factors in model 3. For example, the odds of reporting psychosocial distress
increased from 3.93 to 4.56 for fair ecological governance, and from 2.85 to 3.75
for poor ecological governance compared to good ecological governance.
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Table 4: Bivariate and multivariate complementary log-log regressions estimating
psychosocial distress in LSLA context
Zero-order models

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

(R. Std. Err.)
AOR(R. Std. Err.)
AOR(R. Std. Err.)
AOR(R. Std. Err.)
Ecological Governance (ref: Good)
Fair
4.603(2.674)***
3.932(2.238)***
4.564(2.478)***
4.219(2.719)***
Poor
3.108(1.907)**
2.852(1.761)**
3.749(2.325)***
2.999(1.994)**
HFIAS
1.048(0.020)***
1.035(0.016)***
1.020(0.017)*
1.031(0.021)*
Education (ref: Secondary+)
Primary
1.513(0.778)
1.166(0.625)
0.944(0.548)
0.903(0.560)
No formal education
2.804(1.722)**
2.046(1.360)*
1.295(1.063)
1.125(0.959)
Occupation (ref: Civil Service)
Others
3.050(3.225)*
3.111(3.682)
2.267(2.972)
2.304(3.034)
Farming
2.719(2.604)*
1.940(2.068)
1.316(1.558)
1.396(1.680)
Wealth Quintile (ref: Richest)
Rich
0.914(0.339)
0.758(0.252)
0.769(0.279)
0.947(0.337)
Middle
1.487(0.496)*
1.244(0.336)
1.178(0.339)
1.353(0.370)*
Poor
2.040(0.849)**
1.367(0.531)
1.350(0.579)
1.291(0.470)
Poorest
1.802(0.804)*
1.039(0.439)
1.014(0.457)
1.010(0.470)
Age (ref: 18-24)
25-34
1.683(0.644)*
1.361(0.516)
1.612(0.642)*
35-44
2.161(0.998)**
1.759(0.730)*
2.199(1.005)**
45-54
3.228(1.911)***
2.379(1.373)*
3.052(1.802)**
55+
3.320(1.425)***
2.504(0.970)***
3.404(1.424)***
Gender (ref: Male)
Female
1.768(0.305)***
1.865(0.312)***
2.087(0.350)***
Marital Status (ref: Never Married)
Currently married
1.427(0.496)
0.840(0.257)
0.846(0.280)
Formerly married
2.592(1.021)***
0.826(0.408)
0.831(0.409)
Religion (ref: Muslim)
Christian
0.553(0.260)*
0.712(0.320)
0.797(0.336)
Traditionalist
1.408(0.869)
1.521(1.033)
1.332(1.061)
Social Group Member (ref: No)
Yes
1.472(0.428)*
1.171(0.371)
1.042(0.401)
Land Attachment Index
1.229(0.083)***
1.149(0.074)***
1.140(0.066)***
Drought (ref: No)
Yes
2.082(0.445)***
1.646(0.484)**
Temperature variability (ref: No)
Yes
0.917(0.513)
1.177(0.758)
Rainfall variability (ref: Unchanged/prolonged)
Shorter
0.581(0.127)***
0.383(0.131)***
Farmland fertility change (ref: Improved)
No change or worse
1.922(1.102)*
1.631(0.682)*
Duration of residence (ref: < 5 years)
≥5 years
1.917(0.385)***
1.158(0.232)
Place of residence (ref: Urban)
Rural
1.785(1.216)
1.601(0.669)*
Constant
0.019(0.022)***
0.005(0.007)***
0.002(0.004)***
Log pseudo likelihood
-213.5411413
-201.4164971
-192.9267242
AIC
1.11104
1.051313
1.009491
BIC
-1939.421
-1963.67
-1980.65
Observations
1,514
1,514
1,514
1,514
Note: AOR=Adjusted Odds Ratios; R. Std. Err. =Robust standard Errors; Model 2=Socio-economic, Model 3=Sociodemographics, Model 4=Socio-ecological; *** P≤0.001, ** P≤0.01, * P≤0.05
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In addition, despite remaining significant, the strength of the association
between food insecurity and psychosocial distress attenuated. Also, education,
which was statistically significant in model 2, was no longer a predictor of
psychosocial distress. The analyses also revealed that marital status, religious
affiliation and social group membership do not matter in disparities in
psychosocial distress when the effect of other socio-demographic factors (age,
gender and land attachment), socioeconomic inequalities and ecological
governance are taken into consideration.
Despite being important in psychosocial health, the study found that socioecological context does not change how ecological governance impacts
psychosocial distress. Compared to individuals who experienced good ecological
governance, those who experience fair ecological governance were about 4 times
more likely (OR=4.22, p≤0.001), while those who experienced poor ecological
governance were about 3 times more likely (OR=2.999, p≤0.01) to report
psychosocial distress. Additionally, household food insecurity remained a
statistically significant predictor of psychosocial distress. Interestingly, wealth
disparities emerged as a significant predictor in model 4, which is an indication
that socio-ecological context mask the influence of wealth on psychosocial
distress. Individuals from households in the middle category of wealth were 35%
more likely to report psychosocial distress compared with the richest wealth
category (OR=1.35, p≤0.05).
Similarly, age, gender and land attachment were the only sociodemographic factors statistically predicting psychosocial distress in model 4. In
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contrast with younger individuals (18-24 years), older people were more likely to
report psychosocial distress. Specifically, compared to individuals aged 18-24, the
odds of reporting psychosocial distress was 1.6 times higher among individuals
aged 25-34, 2.2 times higher among those aged 35-44, 3.1 times higher among
people aged 45-54, and 3.4 times higher for those aged 55 and above. Also,
relative to males, females were about 2.1 times more likely to report psychosocial
distress, while stronger attachment to land was associated with higher odds of
reporting psychosocial distress (OR=1.14, p≤0.001). The analyses also indicate that
socio-ecological context have independent impact on psychosocial distress. For
instance, experience of drought, worsening farmland fertility (compared to
improved), and residence in rural (compared to urban) localities were associated
with higher odds of reporting psychosocial distress (OR=1.65, p≤0.01; OR=1.63,
p≤0.05; and OR=1.60, p≤0.05, respectively). However, individuals who experience
shorter rainfall seasons in the past 10 years were 62% (OR=0.38, p≤0.001) less likely
to report psychosocial distress compared to those who experienced prolonged or
no change in rainfall season.
5.6.

Discussion
In this study, we examined the impact of ecological governance on

psychosocial health in land grabbing context in coastal Tanzania. The cooccurrence of communicable and non-communicable diseases and its consequent
double burden in sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) are considerable concerns for policy
and research (Prince et al., 2007; Vigo, Thornicroft, & Atun, 2016; World Health
Organization, 2018). For mental health, the World Health Organisation through
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the Global Burden of Disease studies highlights a worrying trend (World Health
Organization, 2018), and given the fact that it is associated with several health
problems including somatic health conditions (Prince et al., 2007), it may be the
next epidemic in waiting in sub-Saharan Africa (SSA). As the Sustainable
Development Goals aim to improve mental health and wellbeing by 2030, it is
crucial to understand the drivers of mental health in varied contexts, particularly
in SSA where the incidence has been rising in the last two decades (Vigo et al.,
2016; World Health Organization, 2018).
The finding that psychosocial distress among local populations in land
grabbing context is associated with poor ecological governance is very important
(see Figure 5).

Figure 5: Ecological governance and psychosocial health (mental health)-adopted from

Bennett et al (2018)’s environmental stewardship framework
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Anxiety and distress associated with large-scale investments are impacts
that go beyond physical damage to environments and livelihoods. The finding also
touches on how governance at multiple levels produce and fuel perceived
environmentally destructive activities which may be viewed in the context of
climate change (Balehegn, 2015). Large-scale land investment has therefore
become a global governance issue with global impacts. Margulis and colleagues’
introduction to the special issue “land grabbing and global governance”
underscored the point that large scale land investment is a reconfiguration of
historical mechanisms of appropriation by global capital along the axis of power.
In their view, this force of appropriation is organised in more complicated manner
than the previously structured global North-South divide, and governed by
multiple actors including states, advocates and investors (Margulis et al., 2013). On
this score, sustainability concerns in global land investment are far from being
local land tenure issues as being posited in the guidelines for responsible and
sustainable land investments (Deininger et al., 2011). The sustainability challenge in
land investments, we argue, mirrors the exploitative arrangement of the global
political economy, emphasising that perceptions of local populations who view
themselves relegated to the background, represent their perceptions of the entire
system failure. Therefore, the perception that ecological governance is poor in
coastal Tanzania represents the failure of the entire structure in ensuring
sustainable land investments.
Moreover, poor ecological governance, in part, stems from the contextbased arrangements in place for land deals at community level. In recognition of
varied and competing motives (of investors, government and communities) in
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land investment, there is a move in the principles for responsible and sustainable
land investment to increase transparency and promote participation of local
populations in land deals; with the understanding that local populations’
sustainability interests/considerations can better be represented through this
process (Deininger et al., 2011).
In Tanzania, the recent land reform mandates village committees to
negotiate for community members’ interest, and support individuals to represent
their interest in land deals (Chachage, 2010; A. M. Collins & Mitchell, 2017; URT,
1999b), which makes the village committee the face of ecological governance at
the local level. These committees, however, lack capacity to effectively negotiate
against the over-bearing interest of powerful investors, and in some instances, the
interest of central government (A. M. Collins & Mitchell, 2017). With this
weakness, land deals are often made with limited representation of local
sustainability considerations. Local populations in such a situation therefore,
consider ecological governance as being ineffective in protecting their interest,
which probably explain the worry and psychosocial distress over poor ecological
governance. Where space for expressing opposition/resistance to land investment
is limited, this worry, and distress can degenerate into severe mental illness.
In addition, the apparent low participation of local populations in policy
making regarding when and how to implement large-scale land investments (A. M.
Collins & Mitchell, 2017) represents a significant part of poor ecological
governance (Lundqvist, 2018). The reality is that, policy decisions on land
investments including forest conservation and cultivation of biofuels as part of the
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global climate action, and farmland investment being advocated by the World
Bank in countries in SSA provide limited space for the participation of local
populations. In some instance, even national level actors have less control of
these policies particularly when non-state actors such as NGOs are working
through their local networks. Yet, the implementation of some of these policies
have changed landscapes, dislocated local populations, and exacerbated gender
and socioeconomic vulnerabilities among local populations (Atuoye et al., 2019;
Bunce et al., 2010). While these changes in themselves impact on psychosocial
health, the singular act of poor participation of local populations takes away their
power of autonomy and control over their own ecologies, thereby reinforcing a
sense of helplessness and therefore their psychosocial health. This builds on
previous studies that have identified disempowerment in land grabbing contexts
(Cotula, 2014), and brings into focus the impact of land grabbing on psychosocial
health.
Although peripheral in this study, the role of socioeconomic, sociodemographic and socio-ecological factors on psychosocial distress in land
grabbing context are worth noting. While socio-economic inequalities such as
wealth, education and occupational disparities are important considerations in the
analysis of the rising incidence of mental health in sub-Saharan Africa (Allen et al.,
2014; Institute for Health Metrics and Evaluation et al., 2013; Marmot, 2018), our
analysis suggests they may not entirely be that important in the context of land
grabbing. Socioeconomic status represents the capacity of individuals to access
resources for purposes of satisfying present and future needs. Individuals with
low socioeconomic status may worry over the challenge of meeting basic needs of
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life or could shift into self-pity and emotional distress when considering their
relative socio-economic position in their social group (Marmot, 2018). However, in
the context of land grabbing, it is possible that widespread psychosocial distress
from structural factors such as poor management of ecological resources, climate
change and locational characterises could take away socioeconomic advantage on
wellbeing. In other words, risk posed by structural context can be a more
significant source of worry for individuals than socioeconomic disparities in land
grabbing context. This notwithstanding, disparities in food insecurity—a more
direct material inequality—is shown to contribute to psychosocial distress. Social
stigma around food insecurity (Atuoye & Luginaah, 2017) and neuropsychological
consequence of malnutrition (Sorsdahl et al., 2011) may explain this association in
coastal Tanzania.
The impact of gender and age on psychosocial distress relate to
differences in environmental risk perceptions and level of dependence on local
ecology for livelihoods. Women across sub-Saharan Africa are more dependent on
ecological resources. They engage in farming, collect fuel wood, wild fruits and
nuts to support household expenditures and develop livelihoods, and therefore,
would be more distressed when faced with ecological enclosures (Moomen &
Dewan, 2016). Also, the fact that women are more cautious about vulnerability to
environmental health risk and ecological problems than men (Bord & O’Connor,
1997; Xiao & McCright, 2015) may explain their psychosocial distress over poor
ecological governance in land grabbing context. Similarly, while younger
individuals are more interested in physical socioeconomic benefits from land
investments (e.g. jobs), their older counterparts are reported to be more
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concerned about the impact on the environment and the sustainability of their
traditional community (Atuoye et al., 2019). Thus, older individuals are more
inclined to report psychosocial distress when local governance structures are
poorly managing the exploitation of ecological resources. In addition, attachment
to land is suggested to relate with psychosocial and wellbeing of local
populations. This is consistent with findings in most First Nation communities in
North America and Australia where land attachment implies that when ‘land is in
poor health’, its occupants also experience poor health (shown in psychosocial
distress) (Kingsley et al., 2009; Richmond, 2015). These dynamics are often at play
in traditional lands in rural localities. An earlier study in the same context indicate
that older generation tend to consider sacred sites as sources of health and
wellbeing (Atuoye et al., 2019).
Climate change effects including drought, worsening soil fertility and
rainfall variability are reported factors impacting individual’s state of mental
health (Berry, Bowen, & Kjellstrom, 2010; Willox et al., 2013). Particularly among
poor and vulnerable populations in SSA, the impact of climate change on
livelihoods and ecologies contribute to existing vulnerabilities and exacerbate
stress, distress, and mental health (Bunce et al., 2010). While in agreement with
the literature, concerns about poor ecological governance further jeopardizing
vulnerable ecologies in land grabbing context can be an added stress factor
among individuals experiencing drought and worsening farmland fertility. The
study has some limitations worth noting. Given the cross-sectional design,
findings should be interpreted as associations. Also, without the benefit of other
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contexts, caution should be taken in applying the findings to other domains of
ecological change (e.g. environmental exposures) in different countries.
5.7.

Conclusion
Despite the study limitations, the findings are important in several ways.

First, it presents an integrative framework for analysis of mental health in lowincome settings such as countries in sub-Sahara Africa (SSA). Ecological
governance is on the rise (Lundqvist, 2018), and sustainability considerations have
become ever more relevant at present given the increasing impact of climate
change, higher consumption levels, and associated health problems. As proposed
here, the ecological governance framework integrates three important groups of
scholarship currently applied to the analysis of mental health: Social determinants
of health, environment and health, and epidemiological health profile. The
bonding of these three with governance perspectives in a single framework
supports a more holistic analysis of mental health, particularly in resource
dependent societies. Secondly, as we work towards achieving the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) come 2030, it is important to refocus policy on missing
dimensions of mental health and wellbeing. The emphasis of ecological
governance in the study makes a case for re-examination of the role of the global
political economy in SDGs. As noted by Balehegn (2015), the unintended
consequences of LSLAs in the current arrangement are dire for local populations.
Thus, it is crucial that discourses of sustainable and responsible land investments
in low-income countries go beyond the current proposal of tinkering of local land
laws and tenancy regimes. After all, these localised laws are shaped in many ways
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by the global political economy, which include investors, civil society and
governments. Principles of good ecological governance, especially, meaningful
local participation in land investment should be emphasised in order to reduce the
burden of ecological governance related psychosocial distress as we journey on
the path of leveraging natural resources for development.
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Abstract
The recent wave of land grabbing in low-income countries has engendered
intense debate partly because of its impact on livelihoods and ecology, with
outcomes structured by complex unequal power relations at multiple scales.
Together with the onslaught of climate change on livelihoods, land grabbing is
contributing to new, and exacerbating old vulnerabilities in ways that raise
important questions for research. We examined the impact of land grabbing on
food security disparities across multiple intersections of vulnerabilities: gender,
migration, and climate change. Guided by political ecology concepts, we analyzed
cross-sectional data (n=1,136) from Tanzania using multivariate ordered logistic
regression and post-estimation margins. The analyses revealed that male nonmigrants compared with female non-migrants were 58% more likely to report that
land grabbing was resulting in food insecurity. Individuals who experienced
drought were 42% less likely, while those who perceived temperature to be hotter
(OR=0.58, p≤0.05), rapidly change (OR=0.21, p≤0.01), or even stable (OR=0.13,
p≤0.01) compared to those who perceived temperature to be colder were less
likely to report that land grabbing was resulting in food insecurity. While male
non-migrants reported the highest probability (0.81) of experiencing food
insecurity as a result of land grabbing, with the added effect of climate change the
effect of land grabbing on food security is reduced among non-migrants but
exacerbated among migrants. These findings suggest the need for policy priority
on smallholder agriculture as a climate change adaptation strategy.
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6.1.

Introduction
The urgent need to improve global and local food security, promote energy

security, conserve the environment and promote local and national economic
growth in an era of climate change have been key narratives underpinning the rise
of large scale land acquisitions (LSLAs) in the last decade. Low-income countries
with abundant arable land, which has been ‘statistically pictured’ by world
economic bodies (e.g. World Bank and International Monitory Fund) as idle, are
encouraged to leverage on rising interest in land based foreign investment for the
attainment of these global and local goals (Cotula, 2014; Fairhead et al., 2012; Li,
2014; Robertson & Pinstrup-Andersen, 2010; Zoomers, 2010). Despite these
compelling narratives around a common good, impacts of LSLAs are shared
unevenly across varied scales, to a large extent, arising from the influence of the
neo-liberal global political-economic system, and local power differentiation
driving LSLAs (Hausermann et al., 2018; Nyantakyi-Frimpong & Bezner Kerr, 2017;
Robertson & Pinstrup-Andersen, 2010). In representing these inherent
inequalities, many scholars have characterized LSLAs, as ‘land takeovers’, ‘recolonization of the developing world’, and ‘land grabbing’ (Cotula et al., 2009;
Fairhead et al., 2012; Gilbert, 2015; Robertson & Pinstrup-Andersen, 2010).
Obviously, the dynamics of land grabbing give rise to accumulation of ecological
resources, while creating ‘losers’, mostly vulnerable and powerless individuals
among local populations (Cotula, 2014; Davis, Rulli, & D’Odorico, 2015; Oberlack,
Tejada, Messerli, Rist, & Giger, 2016; Zoomers, 2010).
In context most vulnerable to climate change, migration to land
investment locales is an important choice for improving food security (Kakota,
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Nyariki, Mkwambisi, & Kogi-Makau, 2011; Kangalawe, Mung’ong’o, Mwakaje,
Kalumanga, & Yanda, 2017; Shete & Rutten, 2015). Nonetheless, studies in the last
few years have drawn our attention to complex ‘conjunctural vulnerabilities’ in
these locales—recreated spaces of tension between smallholder farmers and
large scale land investors (Elmhirst et al., 2017; Huff, 2014; Li, 2014; NyantakyiFrimpong & Bezner Kerr, 2017). Land grabbing goes beyond land take-overs; its
processes engender social, economic, cultural and physical change in local
contexts. Li (2014) explains that land grabbing involves reclassification of land
based on investor conceptualization; deployment of ‘new’ production
technologies; use of science to justify and elevate narratives about idle lands, yield
gaps, and prospects of land investments; and changing land tenure regimes to
facilitate land acquisitions (Li, 2014). Being pushed by outside actors, these
processes are considered interventions that (re)create and reinforce land access
ambiguities, promote the capture of land administration by local elites (e.g.,
community and political leaders), and increases associated land conflicts (Bujko et
al., 2016; Collins & Mitchell, 2017; Hausermann et al., 2018). Rather than
discouraging land investments as Deininger and colleagues posited (Deininger et
al., 2011), deepening ambiguities and corruption in land tenure act as
opportunities for cheap acquisition of communal lands (Bujko et al., 2016). Thus,
local populations are having to navigate interactions of multiple vulnerabilities
from long-running structural socio-economic and political inequalities, as well as
those from land grabbing and climate change, (Elmhirst et al., 2017; Huff, 2014; Li,
2014; Nyantakyi-Frimpong & Bezner Kerr, 2017).
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In spite of these realities, our understanding of how land grabbing and its
underpinning processes differently impact food security of individuals in multiple
layers of vulnerabilities—social stratification, migration, gender, and climate
change—has been limited. We contribute to this area by examining the gendered
nature of food (in)security among migrants and natives in localities experiencing
both land grabbing and adverse impacts of climate change in coastal Tanzania.
Knowledge of these nuances can directly contribute to policy relating to four of
the seventeen United Nations Sustainable Development Goals—no poverty, zero
hunger, gender equality, and climate action.
6.2.

Climate change, migration, and food security
Climate change affects food security in a range of interrelated ways.

Climate stressors including changing temperatures, rainfall variability, and
declining soil fertility impact crop yields, raising fear of global food shortage and
price hikes (Lobell, Schlenker, & Costa-Roberts, 2011; Wheeler & von Braun, 2013).
As estimated by Mendelsohn, 1oC rise in temperature leads to 6% decline in crop
yield per hectare on average (8% in dry land farms), while 1cm/month change in
precipitation results in 7% average change in crop yield per hectare (8% in rainfall
dependent farms and 3% in irrigated farms) (Mendelsohn, 2008). Among agrarian
populations, climate change stressors not only challenge food production, they
also impact other land-based livelihoods such as pastoralism, fishing, and hunting
(Mnimbo, Mbwambo, Kahimba, & Tumbo, 2016). Generally, climate change
vulnerability is a function of differential capacities to withstand or take advantage
of the rapid changes that come along (Field, Barros, Mach, & Mastrandrea, 2014).
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This means that food (in)security impact of climate change is experienced
differently across populations and among individuals who exercise varying degree
of socio-economic and political power as adaptive capacities. Smallholder farmers
who produce approximately 80% of the food in sub-Saharan Africa, are among the
most vulnerable to climate change stressors and contingent impacts including
food insecurity, partly because of rudimentary farming practices and weak climate
change adaptive capacities (Connolly-Boutin & Smit, 2016; Mendelsohn, 2008).
Local populations turn to migration as one of many climate change
adaptation strategies (Elmhirst et al., 2017; Kakota et al., 2011; Kangalawe et al.,
2017; Kuuire, Mkandawire, Arku, & Luginaah, 2013; Rademacher-Schulz, Schraven,
& Mahama, 2014; Warner & Afifi, 2014). In Ghana, seasonal migration is fast
becoming a permanent relocation as local populations escape the increasing
burden of climate change (Abdul-Korah, 2011; Kuuire et al., 2013; RademacherSchulz et al., 2014). Similarly, there is an emerging pattern of migration whereby
local populations in Western Tanzania relocate in search of arable agricultural
lands for subsistence farming (Kangalawe et al., 2017). Despite being presented as
a ‘natural response’, decision on climate change related migration involves
intricate interplay of socioeconomic and ecological considerations at household
and individual level. These considerations include the level and risk of vulnerability
to climate and ecological change (including land grabbing), capacity to access
opportunities for adaptation in situ, availability of resources to support relocation,
and anticipated opportunities in migration destinations. These together shape a
complex mix of migration motives, and associated continuum of outcomes
ranging from adaptation (for individuals who are able to relocate and develop
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resilience) to coping (for those with higher vulnerabilities) (Warner & Afifi, 2014).
Coping mechanisms are taken up by vulnerable individuals trapped in climate
change stressed communities, and migrants who either hedge against future
climate-induced shocks (adaptation) or merely survive climate change-induced
vulnerabilities, with little (or no) change in their food security status (Radel,
Schmook, Carte, & Mardero, 2018; Warner & Afifi, 2014).
This resonates with vulnerabilities at play in gendered migration. While
males are better positioned to explore livelihood opportunities elsewhere,
women, who face higher financial and social cost of migration, as well as limited
access to productive resources and jobs even in migration destinations, explore
coping mechanisms first in their communities (Abdul-Korah, 2011; Bottazzi,
Crespo, Bangura, & Rist, 2018; Kakota et al., 2011). The effect of these gender
dynamics influences the effectiveness of migration as a climate change adaptation
strategy. Consistent with this analysis, Radel et al. (2018) have argued that
migration on its own neither improves nor adversely impacts livelihoods; rather,
the positioning of migrants in the socio-economic ordering of host societies
determines how their livelihoods and food security are impacted. It therefore,
stands to reason that while vulnerable individuals such as women may report no
or a negative impact of migration on their food security, those in higher levels of
social stratification (e.g. men) use their socio-economic advantage in migration
destinations to improve their food security and income levels (NyantakyiFrimpong & Bezner Kerr, 2017; Radel et al., 2018). As further emphasized by Huff
(2014)’s (Huff, 2014) notion of “conjunctural vulnerability”, when temporal (e.g.
drought, and environmental variability) and long-standing structural livelihood
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challenges including ecological risks to food production and disparities in socioeconomic status meet with migration dynamics, the impact on food security is
varied along gender, with women often becoming the worse impacted.
6.3.

Large scale land acquisitions as a climate change era food security
strategy
The assumption that local populations (mostly smallholder farmers) stand

to earn regular wages, and absorb climate smart agricultural technologies from
large-scale farms have led many scholars to associate LSLAs with livelihoods and
food security improvement in low-income countries, especially in contexts
vulnerable to climate change stressors (Byamugisha, 2013; Deininger et al., 2011).
Central in this argument is the framing of food insecurity in low-income countries
as resulting from the ‘ineffectiveness’ of smallholder agriculture to adapt to
climate change, safeguard the environment, and reverse the ‘underutilization’ of
productive capacities of farmlands in the face of rising food insecurity (Deininger
et al., 2011). Focusing on the analysis of what they called the yield gap, the World
Bank estimates a potential increase of 7–23% in food output when ‘idle lands’ in
low-income countries are put under large-scale production (Deininger et al., 2011).
Thus, by shifting into large-scale farming, local populations are expected to
address current and future food insecurity challenges (Deininger et al., 2011).
In addition, Fairhead et al. draw our attention to an emerging ecological
narrative which utilizes environmental sustainability perspectives, what they
termed ‘green credentials’, to justify land enclosures and grabs (Fairhead et al.,
2012). In this new agenda, global actors and governments are called upon to
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increase investments in biofuel production and forest conservation in
demonstrating their commitment to ‘sustainable development’ (e.g. the Kyoto
Protocol, REDD+, the Paris Climate Agreement), which notably has contributed to
widespread land acquisitions in low-income countries (Balehegn, 2015; Davis, Rulli,
et al., 2015). Despite its appeal to many, advocates of this new phase of
accumulation have at least acknowledged potential adverse impacts on local
communities (Deininger et al., 2011) (Baumgartner, von Braun, Abebaw, & Müller,
2015). Yet, a narrative for land grabbing by arguing that, ‘gains’ from land
investments can be optimized for local populations when governments and
investors embrace the World Bank and partners’ seven Principles of Responsible
Agricultural Investments (PRAIs) launched in 2010 (see Deininger et al., 2011: pg.
xxvii).
Nevertheless, it has suggested that, the PRAIs are promoting land
grabbing. In particularly, the PRAIs push for reconstruction of land through a
western conceptualization in which only the readily quantifiable value (often the
economic value) is considered. Through this process, land rights are re-configured
in a language that advances the interest of land grabbers rather than promoting
equitable land access for vulnerable groups as pontificated in the PRAIs (Murphy
et al., 2017). Also, important complexities inherent in local land tenancy, including
the principle of non-commodification of land, and familial ownership practices
that guaranteed land access for livelihood activities among local populations, are
abandoned (Collins & Mitchell, 2017; Li, 2014; Murphy et al., 2017). Being voluntary,
the PRAIs allow investors and national governments to pursue export-oriented
production, whereby local populations are employed in low skilled and poor wage

162
positions to produce for foreign economies (Balehegn, 2015; Rulli & D’Odorico,
2014). With the argument that large scale farming promotes eco-friendly and
climate smart farming techniques, Balehegn rather raises a sustainability paradox
which acknowledges the greater destruction of biodiversity under large scale
farming than smallholder agriculture (Balehegn, 2015).
In the midst of these debates, other studies have observed mixed impacts
of land grabbing on local livelihood and food security. In northern Sierra Leone,
while compensation for land grabbing improved incomes of land owners, land
grabbing also increased the cost of farm labour, and marginalized women from
accessing paid farm work (Bottazzi et al., 2018). In Ethiopia, locals and migrants
employed in large-scale farms report a positive change in incomes amidst a
general decline in incomes following land take-overs because of rising food
insecurity and ecological challenges (Baumgartner et al., 2015). Given these
contrasting findings, Zoomers (2010) argued that, the processes of land grabbing
are more complex than assumed, and therefore, understanding land grabbing
impacts requires adequate contextualization of its key drivers. In particular, food
security impacts of land grabbing should be analysed with greater attention on
contextual dynamics including migration characteristics, disparities in socioeconomic status, exposure to risks and access to opportunities in land-grabbing
locales, as well as complexities around climate change vulnerabilities. Such an
analytical approach moves the debate beyond the question of whether land
grabbing impacts food security to one that interrogates differentiated impacts
among local populations. With primary data from coastal Tanzania, a context
vulnerable to climate change impacts, we draw on concepts of political ecology to
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provide an understanding of gendered-migration (the intersection of gender and
migration dynamics) as a force of differentiation in the food security impact of
land grabbing.
6.4.

Theoretical context
Broadly, political ecology concerns the analysis of access and control of

natural resources, and explaining the consequential conflicts in knowledge,
practices, and choices for sustainable livelihoods, health and well-being (Robbins,
2012; Rocheleau, Thomas-Slayter, & Wangari, 2013). Understanding phenomena
such as food security disparities requires analysis of complex histories of power
relations exhibited in multi-scaled and structured political economy. The current
spate of land grabbing represents and reflects re-colonisation of developing
countries (Robertson & Pinstrup-Andersen, 2010; Rulli & D’Odorico, 2014). Without
adequate conceptualisation of these histories and their contingent political
economy can mask important dynamics and inequalities in land grabbing impacts.
In this regard, we followed previous studies (e.g. Radel et al., 2018; NyantakyiFrimpong & Bezner Kerr, 2017; and Hausermann et al., 2018) in our utilisation of
Robbin’s ‘Losers and Winners’ concept in political ecology (Robbins, 2012), and
Feminist Political Ecology (FPE) (Elmhirst, 2011; Rocheleau et al., 2013) to examine
losers and the process of losing in the differentiated food (in)security impact of
land grabbing.
The concept of losers and winners in political ecology highlights
differentiated impacts of natural resource use across multiple scales and among
social groups in varied spaces. It reflects the consequences of relational power

164
dynamics in access and control of environmental resources such as land (Robbins,
2012). The impacts of land grabbing as demonstrated in the literature represent
stories of losers and winners, narrated in varying forms and at multiple scales (see
Oberlack et al., 2016). As land rights and interest collide, national governments,
local community leaders, and investors (local and foreign) justify land
expropriation with global, national and community development narratives, while
most smallholder farmers who have lost their productive spaces describe it as a
tool for perpetuating injustice in the form of exploitation of local populations and
their landscapes (Cotula, 2014; Murphy et al., 2017). Indeed, Robbins noted that
“political ecology stories are stories of justice and injustice” told by stakeholders
involved in a changing ecological resource use, which is structured by global,
national, and local governance/policies and social systems to persistently create
losers and winners (Robbins, 2012: pg. 87).
Consequently, the complex processes that create losers and winners in
large-scale ecological enclosures also shape how climate change stressors and
migration dynamics impact food security among smallholder farmers. According
to Radel et al, migration impact on livelihoods and food security is influenced by a
general gendered socio-cultural and political economic landscape that produces
vulnerabilities and corresponding losers (Radel et al., 2018). Unpacking these
gender dynamics have largely been approached from a Feminist Political Ecology
(FPE) stance. It focuses on how male-female relational dynamics, shaped by
political economy at multiple scales, and individual agency play out in the constant
struggle for ‘sustainable livelihoods' amidst ecological change. Studies using FPE
concentrate on "resource access and control, gendered constructions of
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knowledge, and the embeddedness of local gendered environmental struggles in
regional and global political-economic contexts" (Elmhirst & Resurreccion, 2008:
pg. 7). Adopting FPE in this study allows for the understanding of how gender
dynamics in the processes of land grabbing (re)combine in various forms to create
new, and amplify existing vulnerabilities. We approached the analysis of food
security impact of land grabbing among local populations as emerging from
processes of ‘losing’ and ‘winning’. Although these binaries may not reflect the
intersectional complexity of the nested vulnerabilities examined in this study, it is
important to focus on both the processes and the subjects. Such approach
provides a structured analytical approach for examining the impact of both the
dimensions and contingent processes of interconnected vulnerabilities in land
grabbing—livelihood loss; migration vulnerabilities; and differential climate
change impacts.
6.5.

Study context
The United Republic of Tanzania (hereafter Tanzania) lies along the east

coast of the Indian Ocean in East Africa between longitude 29o and 49o East and
latitude 1o and 12o south of the Equator. It shares boundaries with Mozambique
to the south, Kenya and Uganda to the North, the Indian Ocean to the East, the
Democratic Republic of Congo, Rwanda and Burundi to the West, and Zambia and
Malawi at the Southwestern side (URT, 2017).
According to estimates from the most recent census in 2012, the country
has a total population of 44.9 million with a density of 51 persons/km2. Regional
variations range from 12 person/km2 in Katavi to 3,133 persons/km2 in Dar es
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Salaam. Positive net-migration accounts for much of the increase in population
density in coastal Tanzania (URT, 2013).
Tanzania experiences a temperature range of 17o C to 27o C with a varying
rainfall pattern across different locations. The central and northeastern–the semidesert zone–records annual average rainfall of less than 600mm, while the coastal
zone receives rainfall of 1,000mm per annum in the drier highlands (about 1,000m
above sea level) to 1,800mm per annum in the wet low lying area of 0-500m above
sea level (Kebede, Brown, & Nicholls, 2010). Extreme weather conditions such as
rainfall variability, declining soil fertility, and flooding, coupled with weak climate
change adaptation capacity make the country one of the most vulnerable to
adverse impacts of climate change in the world (Corriveau-Bourque et al., 2013;
Intergovernmental Panel for Climate Change, 2014). Yet, it has become one of the
nerve centers of the recent wave of LSLAs in sub-Saharan Africa as land
investment is being promoted through the Tanzania Investment Center
(Chachage, 2010). Land for large-scale farming increased marginally by
approximately 1% from 1,105,125 hectares in 2002/03 to 1,113,142 hectares in
2007/08, while allocated land for smallholder farming reduced by 3.7% over the
same period. However, land under large-scale cultivation was 520,728 hectares in
2012/2013, with the largest proportion (17.1%) in Tanga Region. Characteristic of
large-scale farming in low-income countries, sisal (a non-food crop) is the
dominant crop, covering 4.7% of land under large-scale farming overall, and 46.4%
of cultivated land area for perennial crops (URT, 2012, 2016). Meanwhile, Tanzania
is mainly agrarian, with Approximately 62.2% of the working population engaged
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in smallholder agriculture. About 80.3% of the country’s population resides in rural
areas (URT, 2017).
We selected three coastal regions: Dar es Salaam, Pwani and Tanga for this
study because of three main reasons. First, the three regions are located along the
coast of the Indian Ocean, a region highly vulnerable to climate change stressors
(Corriveau-Bourque et al., 2013). Second, they are notable in-country migration
destination. Between 2002 and 2012, for instance, migration increased significantly
by 88% (the highest) in Dar es Salaam, 46% (2nd highest) in Pwani and 25% (6th
highest) in Tanga, mainly driven by changing climate and livelihood dynamics
(URT, 2013). Lastly, the three regions are socially and economically diverse, which
supports robust analysis.
6.6.

Methods

6.6.1. Data Collection
Data for this study came from a cross-sectional study (n=1,782) conducted
in three study regions involving individuals aged 18 years and above. The study
employed multistage sampling to ensure proportional representation of the study
population. We estimated sample size following VanVoorhis and Morgan (2007),
and randomly selected districts in the three regions and their respective wards,
villages, and households based on the 2012 population and housing census.
Households were clustered into Enumerations Areas (EA) taking into
consideration rural/urban characteristics of the population. Overall, the EAs
conformed to those set up by the Statistical Bureau of Tanzania for the 2012
population census in the three regions. In sampled households, the person aged
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18 or above with birthday closest to the date of interview was identified for the
study. This approach reduced sampling bias and weighted cases proportional to
the study population.
Data collection instruments were adopted from existing instruments that
have been used in related work on land grabbing, migration, climate change, and
food security (cite the demographic and health survey here). Questions were
adopted from instruments including the Household Food Insecurity Access Scale,
and the Demographic and Health Survey. In some cases, the questions were
revised for contextual significance. For example, questions such as “has land
grabbing impacted your food security?" was changed to “I am more food secure
now than 10 years ago because of activities of large-scale farms”, “Temperature is
rising in recent times” was separated into “Has temperature been changing?” and
“If yes to the above how would you describe the change you have experienced in
the last 10 years?”. Also, migration questions were brought forward to the
beginning of the instrument. The final draft instruments were pre-tested among 5
students in the University of Dar es Salaam and 5 community members in Dar es
Salaam by experienced enumerators. Revisions following the pre-testing
improved the amenability of the instrument items to the Tanzania context.
Interviews were conducted face–to–face in Swahili or English, depending on the
preference of the study participant. The Non-Medical Research Board of the
University of Western Ontario in Canada and the Commission for Science and
Technology in Tanzania provided ethics approval for the study. In addition, local
government units (regional, district, ward and village) provided permits before
the start of the study. The data was processed in IBM SPSS version 21.
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6.6.2. Measures
The outcome variable in this study is LSLAs food security impact (LSLAsFSI) derived from the question: “I am more food secure now than 10 years ago
because of activities of large-scale farms” with a 5-Likert response scale from
strongly agree=1 to strongly disagree=5. Although the total sample size is large
enough to support the analysis, the distribution in category 1 (strongly agree) was
relatively small. For this reason and for greater appeal to readers, we combined it
with category 2 (coded 1=yes). We also combined categories 4 and 5 (coded
3=no), while the mid-point category was recoded as 2=neutral. Since the two ends
of the scale measured positive and negative LSLAs-FSI, the re-categorization did
not conceptually distort the nature of the original scale. In addition, the ten year
recall period captured changes in respondents perspectives on food security
going back to 2008—the beginning of the recent wave of land grabbing (Cotula,
2014; Li, 2014; Zoomers, 2010).
Gendered-migration index and local climate change stressors were key
independent variables in the study. Gendered-migration index was constructed by
cross-referencing migration status with sex (coded 1=female-non-migrant,
2=Female-migrant, 3=male-non-migrant, 4=male-migrant). Gendered-migration
serves as a proxy for social stratification induced by male-female and migrant and
non-migrant relational dynamics. While gender and migration dynamics on their
own present differential vulnerabilities, their combine impact further lays out
varying forms of intersectional vulnerabilities in male-female and migrant-nonmigrant dynamics in land grabbing impact on food security. Climatic change
stressors were binary response variables including rainfall, drought, temperature,
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and farmland fertility. Given that disparities in the LSLAs-FSI are influenced by the
political ecology of land grabbing, which include social stratification at the local
level (Oberlack et al., 2016; Radel et al., 2018; Robbins, 2012), we accounted for the
effect of local social stratification dynamics including socio-economic (occupation,
education and wealth), bio-socio-cultural (age, marital status, religious affiliation,
and household structure), and locational characteristics (duration of residence,
district, and place of residence).
6.6.3. Analytical technique
The study employed nested multivariate ordinal logistics regressions to
examine the influence of gendered-migration on LSLAs-FSI in coastal Tanzania.
Conceptually, the outcome variable assumes a natural ordering ranging from
positive to negative. This is statistically confirmed by a non-significant
proportionality of likelihood-ratio odds across response categories (chi2=0.3971).
Thus, techniques for examining non-ordered polychotomous outcomes such as
multinomial logistic regression were inappropriate for the analysis (Long & Freese,
2014). Furthermore, to reduce recall bias and improve the robustness of our
estimates, we limited the analytical sample to individuals aged 29 years or more at
time of the study (i.e. aged at least 18 years ten years prior to the study), who
reported knowledge of activities of LSLAs in their communities. This reduced our
analytical sample from 1,782 to 1,136. In addition, we imposed unique identification
numbers on our models and adjusted for sample weights to reduce the potential
impact of clustering.
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The analysis predicted the likelihood of reporting that LSLAs in the past ten
years results in food insecurity. We built models for zero-ordered parameter
estimates (model 1), and three multivariate models (model 2-4) to account for the
influence of three blocs of theoretically relevant variables in the relationship
between gendered-migration and LSLAs-FSI. We introduced measures of climate
change stressors (drought, temperature variability, rainfall durability, and
farmland fertility) in model 2, socio-economic (occupation, education, and
household wealth quintiles) and bio-socio-cultural characteristics (age, gender,
marital status, religion, and household structure) in model 3, and locational
characteristics (duration, place and district of residence) in model 4. The
regression coefficients were exponentiated into Odds Ratios (ORs) for easy
interpretation. In the results, an OR less than 1 is interpreted as less likely to report
that LSLA is resulting in food insecurity, and OR greater than 1 is interpreted as
more likely to report that LSLAs is resulting in food insecurity.
We employed post-estimation predicted margins technique to estimate the
influence of climate change effects on the relationship between genderedmigration and LSLAs-FSI. We predicted probabilities of the association without
climate change effects, and then subsequently with climate change effects. The
difference in the corresponding probabilities highlights the effect of LSLAs on the
food security impact of climate change. All statistical analyses were conducted at
5% level of significance (=0.05) using Stata SE 15.
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6.7.

Results

6.7.1. Sample Characteristics
Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 5. The study found that almost
8 out of 10 individuals (77%) reported that large-scale land acquisitions (LSLAs)
have contributed to food insecurity in the last 10 years. Female non-migrants were
the majority (33%) in the study, while male migrants, male non-migrants and
female migrants, formed 21%, 22%, and 25%, respectively.
An overwhelming majority of respondents had experienced climate change
stressors in the last 10 years. For instance, 76% of individuals in the study reported
experience of drought, while 79%, 87% and 85% experienced hotter temperatures,
shortening rainfall seasons, and declining farmland (soil) fertility respectively.
Consistent with the general population characteristics (see URT, 2013), most
individuals completed primary education (66%), and were engaged in farming
(67%). The study participants were evenly distributed across household wealth
quintiles. In respect of respondent’s bio-socio-cultural characteristics, majority
(73%) were married, affiliated with the Islam Religion (80%), lived in nuclear
families (55%), and aged 45 years on average. Most individuals (84%) were natives
or early settlers, and were resident in rural locations (84%). Majority (48%) of
individuals lived in Tanga Region.
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Table 5: Descriptive Statistics – LSLA food security impact in coastal Tanzania
Variable
Percent
Variable
Percent
(n=1,136)
(n=1,136)
LSLA Improves food security
Yes
Neutral
No
Gendered-Migration
Female non-migrant
Male migrant
Male non-migrant
Female migrant
Drought
Yes
No
Temperature variability
Colder
Hotter
No change
Rapid change
Rainfall variability
Unchanged or prolonged
Shorter
Farmland fertility change
Better
Worse
No change
Occupation
Civil service
Trading
Farming
Education
Secondary +
Primary
No formal education
Wealth Quintile
Richest
Richer
Middle
Poor
Poorest
Age*
Marital Status
Currently married
Never married
Formally married
Religion
Muslim
Christian
Traditionalist

12.1
11.1
76.8
32.7
21.2
21.6
24.5
75.5
24.5
10.8
78.8
2.6
7.8
12.7
87.3
7.8
84.6
7.5
11.4
21.6
67.0
10.5
66.0
23.5
19.9
19.9
19.9
19.9
20.3
45.57 (14.30)
Min=29; Max=79
73.2
4.6
22.2
80.1
15.7
4.2

Note: *Mean and standard deviation in parenthesis

Household Structure
Male-headed
Female-headed
Extended
Nuclear
Duration of residence
>5 years
≤5 years
Region of Residence
Dar es Salaam
Tanga
Coast
Place of residence
Urban
Rural

28.1
8.5
8.2
55.2
84.3
15.7
12.6
48.3
39.1
16.0
84.0
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6.7.2. Gendered-migration and climate change influence on food security impact
of LSLAs
Bivariate results presented in Table 6 (model 1) show zero-ordered
associations between independent variables and LSLAs-FSI. The study found
statistically significant relation between gendered-migration LSLAs-FSI. Compared
with female-non-migrant, all other categories of gendered-migration were more
likely to report that LSLAs are resulting in food insecurity. Similarly, individuals
who experienced hotter (OR=0.22, p≤0.01), rapidly changing (OR=0.11, p≤0.01), or
no temperature change (OR=0.15, p≤0.01) compared to those reporting colder
temperatures were less likely to indicate that LSLAs are resulting in food
insecurity. Also, experience of shorter rainfall duration relative to stable or
prolonged rainfall season accounts for 41% less likely of reporting that LSLAs are
resulting in food insecurity.
While socio-economic (occupation, education and household wealth), biosocio-cultural (religion and household structure) and duration of residence were
statistically associated with LSLAs-FSI, experience of drought, farmland fertility
change, age, marital status, rural-urban differences, and district of residence were
not at the bivariate level. Table 6 (models 2–4) presents results from our
multivariate analysis. By introducing both gendered -migration and climate change
variables in model 2, we found that male non-migrants remained the only
gendered-migration category predicting LSLAs-FSI when compared with female
non-migrants. In addition, experience of drought, which was not significant at the
bivariate level, attained significance, while temperature and rainfall variability
maintained statistically significant relationship with LSLAs-FSI.
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Table 6: Bivariate and multivariate ordinal logistic regression estimating LSLA food
security impact in coastal Tanzania
Model 1
Unadjusted
OR (R. SE.)
Key Independent Variables
Gendered-Migration Index (ref: Female non-migrant)
Male migrant
1.870(0.744)*
2.160(0.780)**
Male non-migrant
Female migrant
1.468(0.523)*
Drought (ref: No)
Yes
0.715(0.240)
Temperature variability (ref: Colder)
Hotter
0.215(0.166)**
No change
0.148(0.137)**
Rapid change
0.112(0.097)**
Rainfall Duration (ref: Stable or prolonged)
Shorter
0.586(0.280)*
Farmland Fertility Change (ref: Better)
0.953(0.531)
Worse
0.768(0.560)
No change
Other independent Variables
Occupation (ref: Civil service)
Farming
2.583(0.502)*
Trading
2.687(0.544)*
Educational Attainment (ref: Secondary+)
Primary
1.817(0.702)*
No formal education
1.628(0.751)*
Wealth Quintile (ref: Richest)
Rich
0.651(0.290)
Middle
0.662(0.307)
Poor
0.393(0.175)**
Poorest
0.770(0.373)
Age
1.001(0.010)
Marital Status (ref: Currently married)
Never married
1.791(0.696)
Formally married
0.861(0.282)
Religion (ref: Muslim)
Christian
1.607(0.679)*
Traditionalist
1.812(0.516)
Household Structure (ref: Male-headed)
Extended
0.299(0.226)*
Female-headed
0.143(0.116)**
Nuclear
0.242(0.176)**
Duration of residence (ref: >5 years)
≤5 years
0.656(0.234)*
Region of Residence (ref: Dar es Salaam)
Coast
0.804(0.961)
Tanga
0.495(0.588)
Place of residence (ref: Urban)
Rural
0.821(0.312)
Constant cut1
Constant cut2

Model 2
Adjusted
OR (R. SE.)

Model 3
Adjusted
OR (R. SE.)

Model 4
Adjusted
OR (R. SE.)

1.402(0.591)
1.878(0.692)**
1.199(0.459)

1.195(0.637)
1.971(0.839)*
0.894(0.417)

1.224(0.678)
1.580(0.710)*
1.139(0.610)

0.536(0.220)*

0.582(0.252)*

0.584(0.258)*

0.252(0.193)**
0.137(0.129)**
0.136(0.119)**

0.190(0.150)**
0.106(0.105)**
0.088(0.082)**

0.213(0.170)**
0.128(0.131)**
0.087(0.084)**

0.549(0.277)*

0.651(0.334)

0.665(0.360)

1.177(0.640)
0.605(0.497)

1.286(0.789)
0.705(0.614)

1.573(1.069)
0.653(0.596)

4.988(6.656)*
4.152(5.464)*

3.591(4.504)*
3.379(4.180)

2.177(1.033)*
1.950(1.176)*

2.147(1.068)*
1.951(1.201)*

0.555(0.287)*
0.412(0.247)*
0.229(0.133)**
0.486(0.306)*
0.992(0.013)

0.467(0.242)*
0.270(0.175)**
0.161(0.099)***
0.367(0.244)*
0.992(0.014)

1.564(1.401)
1.550(0.795)

1.412(1.230)
1.516(0.796)

1.457(0.774)
2.801(2.498)*

1.473(0.817)
2.285(2.088)

0.307(0.250)*
0.175(0.157)**
0.227(0.173)**

0.308(0.256)*
0.202(0.181)**
0.203(0.165)**
0.517(0.258)*
4.583(6.807)*
1.979(2.819)

0.017(0.019)***
0.039(0.043)***

Note: OR=Odds ratios; R. Std. Err. =Robust standard errors; *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05

0.014(0.028)**
0.034(0.067)**

0.413(0.194)**
0.011(0.025)**
0.028(0.061)*
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The effect of gendered-migration on LSLAs-FSI remained significant, but
experienced slight changes in effect size (level of significance and magnitudes)
after the introduction of socio-economic and bio-socio-cultural factors in model 3.
In contrast with female non-migrants, male non-migrants were more likely to
report that LSLAs are resulting in food insecurity (OR=1.97, p≤0.05). The analysis
also showed that the effect of rainfall variability on LSLAs-FSI is largely aided by
socioeconomic disparities as its significance attenuated in model 3. However,
temperature variability and drought maintained statistical significance.
Furthermore,

socio-economic

and

some

bio-socio-cultural

factors

themselves were significant predictors of LSLAs-FSI in model 3. For instance,
farmers (OR=4.99, p≤0.05) and traders (OR=4.15, p≤0.01) compared with civil
servants; and individuals with primary (OR=2.18, p≤0.05) and no formal education
(OR=1.95, p≤0.05) compared with those with secondary education and higher
were more likely to report that LSLAs were resulting in food insecurity. In contrast
with individuals from households in the richest wealth quintile, those from
households in rich, middle, poor and poorest wealth quintiles were less likely to
report that LSLAs are resulting in food insecurity (OR=0.56, p≤0.05; OR=0.41,
p≤0.05; OR=0.23, p≤0.01; and OR=0.49, p≤0.05, respectively). This finding suggests
that wealth disparities maybe related to differing expectations from LSLAs
whereby poorer individuals have lower expectations relative to richer individuals.
The analysis also revealed that individuals of traditional religious affiliation
(OR=2.80, p≤0.05) compared to Muslims were more likely, while those from
extended, female headed, and nuclear families relative to those from male headed
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families were less likely to report that LSLAs were resulting in food insecurity
(OR=0.31, p≤0.05; OR=0.18, p≤0.01; and OR=0.23, p≤0.01, respectively).
The influence of gendered-migration on LSLAs-FSI remained robust even
after introducing locational factors in model 4. Male non-migrants compared with
female non-migrant have higher odds of reporting that LSLAs is resulting in food
insecurity (OR=1.58, p≤0.05). Similarly, experience of drought is significantly
associated with LSLAs-FSI in model 4. Moreover, compared to individuals
experiencing colder temperatures, those experiencing hotter, stable, and more
rapid temperature changes were (79%, 87%, and 99%, respectively) less likely to
report that LSLAs were resulting in food insecurity. In addition, differences in
occupation, educational attainment, household wealth and household structure
remained significant determinants of LSLAs-FSI in model 4. With regard to
locational variables, we found that late settlers were less likely (OR=0.52, p≤0.05),
while residents of Coast Region compared with those in Dar es Salaam were more
likely to report that LSLAs were resulting in food insecurity. Similarly, compared
with urban residents, rural residents were 59% less likely to report that LSLAs were
resulting in food insecurity.
6.7.3. Closer look at climate change and LSLAs food security impacts: results from
margins

Results from post-estimation margins analysis of LSLAs impact on food
security disparities along the line of gendered migration taking into consideration
the climate change effect are presented in Figure 6 using “combomarginsplot”
command available in Stata SE 15.
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Figure 6: LSLAs, gendered-migration and climate change impact on food security

The results highlight contrasting impacts of LSLAs on food security of
migrants and non-migrants in a climate change context. Male non-migrants had
the highest probability (0.81) of reporting that land grabbing was resulting in food
insecurity, followed by male migrants, female migrants and female non-migrants.
With the effect of climate change, the probability of reporting that land grabbing
was resulting in food insecurity reduced by 2.4% among female non-migrants and
by 0.2% among male non-migrants. It however increased by 1.7% among male
migrants and 1.4% among female migrants. This suggests that food insecurity
among migrants is exacerbated by LSLAs in a climate change context such as
coastal Tanzania.
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Discussion
In this study, we examined disparities in food security impact of land

grabbing among local populations taking into consideration intersections of
vulnerabilities from climate change, migration and gender in coastal Tanzania.
Having ‘statistically pictured’ lands in low-income countries as being vacant and
under-utilized, the World Bank and others advocate for the replacement of what
they consider an ineffective smallholder agriculture with large-scale farming as a
strategy of confronting food insecurity (Byamugisha, 2013; Deininger et al., 2011).
In Tanzania, the National Investment Center has promoted large-scale farming in
line with the country’s development vision of achieving middle-income status by
2025, with food security being one of the main priorities (TIC, 2015). After decades
of work, we found in this study that almost 8 in every 10 individuals in localities
where large-scale land investments are prevalent were yet to experience the
anticipated positive food security impact. Although troubling, this finding is
consistent with several other studies across SSA and East Asia, which have
underscored the point that LSLAs were not improving food security of local
populations (Bottazzi et al., 2018; Chachage, 2010; Elmhirst et al., 2017; Kalinda et
al., 2015; Nyantakyi-Frimpong & Bezner Kerr, 2017; Osabuohien, Efobi, Herrmann,
& Gitau, 2019; Rulli & D’Odorico, 2014; Shete & Rutten, 2015).
Food insecurity arising from LSLAs in this study can be attributed to two
groups of factors—processes, and labour dynamics in land grabbing. Underlying
land grabbing processes (e.g. land policies, land deal making, and land use
choices) are interests of multiple actors with unequal power dynamics, which tend
to create a winning investor and a losing local population (Murphy et al., 2017;
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Robbins, 2012; Rocheleau et al., 2013). In Tanzania, as in most land grabbing
contexts, government policies are tailored towards creating ‘enabling
environment’ for foreign direct investment by re-categorizing land based on
productive advantage, commodifying and developing land markets, and
formalizing trade in land (Massay & Kassile, 2019; Matondi et al., 2011; Sulle &
Nelson, 2009). These policies have largely created cheap and secure investible
lands, strengthened investors’ foothold on ecological resources, and empowered
them in decision making about when and how to exploit these resources (Massay
& Kassile, 2019; TIC, 2015). In such pro-investment arrangement, rather than
promoting production for local consumption, most land investors focus on
cultivation of export-oriented commodities such as coffee, tobacco, sisal, spices
and maize (URT, 2016). For instance, the 2012/2013 Tanzania large scale farm
survey reports ginger as the most prominent annual crop, and sisal as the most
popular perennial crop (occupied 46% of land) in large scale farms (URT, 2016).
This is against the backdrop of 3.7% reduction in land allocation to smallholder
agriculture between 2007/08 and 2012, and a significant increase in lands held in
speculative transactions (URT, 2012, 2016). Given these dynamics, it is not
surprising that about 80% of local populations associate LSLAs with food
insecurity, as arable lands are turned into spaces of production for outside
populations and markets.
Furthermore, land grabbing introduces several changes to labour dynamics
including displacement, relocation to marginal farmlands, and absorption into
large scale farming activities as contract farmers and hired labour (Chachage,
2010; Matondi et al., 2011; Sulle & Nelson, 2009). While displacement is associated
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with several vulnerabilities (e.g. food insecurity), the findings in this study are
grounded on labour dynamics (e.g. relocation and absorption into large scale
farming), which occur in land grabbing locales. As demonstrated by the study
findings (see Table 2), about 87% of local population reported shortening rainfall
season and 85% indicated worsening farmland fertility in the past decade when
land grabbing peaked in the country. Aside the potential impact of climate
change, the huge changes in soil fertility and rainfall pattern, by large, indicate the
vulnerabilities of local populations who have been relocated to marginal lands.
Relocation of local smallholder farmers off arable lands to give way for LSLAs is a
common practice with roots in the country’s post-colonial villagization policy,
which has been emphasized in the present development agenda (vision 2025). In
Tanga and Pwani regions, it is common to find smallholder farms clustered around
the periphery of sisal estates and other large scale farms as these lands are the
best available to relocated populations. Others shift to the cultivation of cassava,
the most tenuous crop in the marginal lands (sandy soils) (Atuoye et al., 2019). The
influence of relocation on local food security in the context of land grabbing has
been reported in previous studies in the country (Chachage, 2010; Matondi et al.,
2011) and other context (Nyantakyi-Frimpong & Bezner Kerr, 2017; Rulli &
D’Odorico, 2014; Shete & Rutten, 2015).
Moreover, the assumption that absorption of local labour by large scale
farming can lead to technological transfer and therefore, improve local
agricultural production (Byamugisha, 2013; Deininger et al., 2011) has been called
into question by the study findings. The obvious explanation lies in the fact that
high technology and managerial positions in large scale farming are filled by
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foreign labour, while local labour is employed in low skilled and low paying
positions (Li, 2011). Therefore, local populations have limited opportunities to
improve incomes and absorb important technologies from large scale farms
(Balehegn, 2015; Chachage, 2010). Where LSLAs take the form of engagement of
local populations on contract farming, there is overwhelming evidence that the
terms and conditions of engagement are often designed to allow for exploitation
of local farmers (Chachage, 2010; Rulli & D’Odorico, 2014). Chagage described how
local farmers recruited as jatropha out-growers for a bio-fuel company became
impoverished as they transitioned into the new production activity on relatively
unfavourable terms. Indeed, Elmhirst et al. (2017: pg. 1152) suggest LSLAs are
driven by “cruel optimism” for local socio-economic transformation after
observing worsening socio-economic vulnerabilities of local populations employed
in palm oil plantations. In this regard, absorption of local labour into large-scale
farming may not be a sustainability livelihood option for local populations in the
context of climate change.
While local populations (mostly smallholder farmers) are losers in land
grabbing when compared with investors, local socio-economic and power
dynamics further create other layers of losers among local populations. Along the
lines of gendered migration, it is evident from the study that male non-migrants
relative to their female counterparts are the most vulnerable in the long-term
food security impact of land grabbing (see Table 6). There are three plausible
explanations for the seemingly complex, if not surprising finding. First, given the
centrality of LSLAs in the development agenda of Tanzania, lands are priced at a
‘give-away’ value in order to attract investors. In addition, weak capacities of
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landowners and village committees affect the negotiation for favourable terms in
land deals resulting in poor compensations for lands given out to LSLAs (Collins &
Mitchell, 2017). Thus, while males may receive compensation for losing their most
significant source of livelihood to LSLAs, it is inadequate to foreground alternative
livelihoods in the long-term. Previous studies have relied on the fact that men
receive compensation from LSLAs while women do not to suggest that men are
the winners in LSLAs (Nyantakyi-Frimpong & Bezner Kerr, 2017).
Second, it is possible gender dynamics in labour absorption into LSLAs
protect women from adverse food insecurity impacts of LSLAs. Coastal Tanzania
being a predominantly Muslim context (80% in this study), women are precluded
from taking up paid labour on large scale farms, which is mostly considered
physical and labour intensive. Consequently, women tend to specialize on small
scale businesses, and thus avoid exploitative employment conditions on large
scale farms. A recent study found that even among women, who venture into
menial jobs on large scale farms report relatively lower socio-economic and
wellbeing status (Osabuohien et al., 2019). Finally, findings on the influence of
socio-economic status on LSLAs food security impact revealed varying relative
expectations. Similar to wealth disparities, male non-migrants with structural
advantage in land access and greater political power anticipate greater socioeconomic benefits from LSLAs. Nevertheless, with the reality that LSLAs have
minimal benefits for local populations, it is not surprising that male non-migrants
with primary responsibility for household food security (Grace, 2013; Mason,
Parkins, & Kaler, 2017), tend to report higher food insecurity vulnerability
associated with LSLAs than their female counterparts.
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Furthermore, climate-stressed populations experiencing drought, hotter
and rapidly changing temperatures may feel cushioned against the food security
impact of LSLAs (see Figure 6). In particular, non-migrants in coastal Tanzania are
able to utilize access to alternative livelihood sources to cushion against the
combined effect of climate change and land grabbing on food security. Women
expand on petty trading, charcoal business, and sale of fruit (cite here), while men
turn to charcoal burning as coping strategies (Atuoye, others ). Among the two
genders however, women who have been shown to engage in more proactive
climate change adaptation strategies (cite climate change), and without suffering
vulnerabilities associated with participation in large scale farming, are better
positioned to reduce the food security impact of LSLAs by a greater margin (2.4%)
than men (1.4%). On the other hand, evidence from the study support the position
that migrants may be able to improve incomes by working as hired labour on sisal
plantation farms in Tanga and Pwani regions in coastal Tanzania. Similar findings
are reported by Baumgartner et al. in Ethiopia where migrants improve their
incomes by taking up menial jobs on large-scale farms and other off-farm labour
intensive jobs. Nevertheless, evidence from the study suggests that migrants are
more vulnerable to climate change effect on food security, with migrant men
recording slightly higher vulnerability than women (see Figure 6). This is not entire
surprising as migrants experience barriers in accessing productive spaces in
migration destinations. In land grabbing contexts in coastal Tanzania, male
migrants may have access to land based livelihoods, but these are more
vulnerable to climate change than the off-farm jobs female migrants are engaged
in.
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6.9.

Conclusion
The study revealed important nuances on the influence of complex

‘conjunctural vulnerabilities’ on food security in land grabbing contact. Before
laying the key conclusions from the study, it is meaningful to indicate potential
limitation of the study. For instance, the study could benefit from more direct
questions on whether individuals have lost farmland to land grabbing, and
whether they work on large scale farms, and how that impacts on their food
security. There is also the potential effect of recall bias given that the study
benchmarked a decade of land grabbing and food security experiences. These
notwithstanding, capturing temporal dimensions across several variables helped
in reducing the effect of recall bias, and by employing systematic and robust
analytic techniques reduced spuriousness in the findings.
The study confirmed an overwhelming suggestion that local populations’
food security potential is being short-changed by the current wave of LSLAs as the
neoliberal political economy promotes accumulation of benefits outside local
communities (Chachage, 2010; Fairhead et al., 2012; Oberlack et al., 2016; Shete &
Rutten, 2015). Locales of land grabbing can be viewed as fields of production for
the global market, but also where socio-economic power dynamics are shifting in
ways that consolidate land access and control in fewer individuals than before.
Consequently, vulnerabilities relating to land access are being exacerbated. In
particular male non-migrants who have lost familial lands to land grabbing have
become more vulnerable in the long-term food security impact of land grabbing.
Additionally, while LSLAs may buffer climate change effect on food security
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among non-migrants, it is exacerbated among migrants who have limited climate
change adaptation mechanisms.
Against this background, the study calls into question the notion that
LSLAs is a climate change era sustainable agriculture and food security strategy.
As Tanzania and other SSA countries battle climate change impacts, it is
imperative to return to workable climate change adaptation strategies in
smallholder agriculture, reduce socio-cultural barriers to women’s access to
productive resources and spaces, promote alternative off-farm activities in local
communities while restructuring and regulating land investments for greater
benefits to local communities. It is of utmost importance to loosen the global
political economy’s capture of land in low-income countries to make our common
global agenda of no poverty, zero hunger, gender equality, and climate action a
reality in local communities.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
7.0.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

7.1.

Introduction
This dissertation examined psychosocial health impacts of Large Scale Land

Acquisitions (LSLAs) in coastal Tanzania. In this chapter, I provide a summary of
the dissertation by discussing the key findings and their situatedness in LSLAs and
human health scholarship. The chapter demonstrates how the findings together
provide theoretical and empirical understanding of LSLAs human health impacts
at population and individual level, taking into consideration the influence of
compositional and contextual factors. I highlight how the objectives in the
dissertation were addressed in the empirical chapters, elaborating on the
thematic integration of the findings, and lay the basis for a conceptual framework.
In addition, I discussed the main contribution of the study, its limitations and
provide a pathway for future research.
7.2.

Dissertation findings in context: revisiting the problem statement
On one hand, the recent wave of Large Scale Land Acquisitions (LSLAs) in

low income countries has rekindled de-colonisation theories and concepts,
drawing attention to the emergence of a new form of capital capture and
exploitation of, this time not only local populations, but also ecologies that have
consequences at multiple scale (local to global) (Balehegn, 2015; Daniel & Mittal,
2009; Liberti, 2013; Reo & Parker, 2013). On the other hand, it has re-introduced
the age-long modernisation concept framed as ‘development’ for the pursuit of
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states, institutions, organisations and individuals across the world (Cotula et al.,
2009; Deininger et al., 2011). Quite interestingly, the need for modernization has
been used to justify a grand plan for appropriation of farmlands in low-income
countries (Africa Union et al., 2014; Deininger et al., 2011; FAO, 2012), often pushing
a discourse that challenges governments of low-income countries on why keep
rich agrarian lands when their countries are poor. Although this binary contrast
broadly represents the positioning of varied strands of theoretical, conceptual
and shifting narratives in the LSLAs literature, they are in no way capturing the
complexities of LSLAs.
Indeed, the most striking feature of LSLAs is the unending debates and
contests of narratives over what impacts and at what scale (local, national, or
global) should engage the attention of actors, because the positionality of actors
tends to influence their judgement call on the desirability or otherwise of LSLA
impacts. For instance, while ‘global’ institutions such as the World Bank,
International Monitory Fund, and African Development Bank, as well as national
governments have emphasised the importance of leveraging land resources
through LSLAs for development (Byamugisha, 2013; Deininger et al., 2011),
agrarian movements and some local populations associate LSLAs with
environmental, peasantry, and social-cultural destruction to underscore the need
to fight against the implementation of LSLAs in low income countries (Borras &
Franco, 2012; Corriveau-Bourque et al., 2013; Shete & Rutten, 2015). We also
observe the contrasting narratives espoused in favour of national level impacts
(e.g. foreign direct investment receipt) versus those against. Even within
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communities, varied contrasting narratives are being pushed for and against
LSLAs (Bottazzi et al., 2018; Hall, 2011).
I argue in this dissertation that debates on processes of LSLAs have
engulfed and captured the scholarship, as the research appetite for engaging and
disentangling complexities in LSLAs processes continue to gain traction. As a
result, the literature has been slow at taking on new questions and
conceptualisations that address other equally important dimensions of LSLAs.
Davis et al. (2014) hinted at the slow transition of LSLAs literature into the terrain
of impact analyses, while Dell’Angelo et al. (2017) describe the literature as being
trapped in the complex dynamics of actors and processes of LSLA in the global
political economy. I describe the obvious dearth of the literature on health
impacts of LSLAs as a significant motivation for centralizing health in LSLAs
research, or restated differently, centring LSLAs in health (Geography) research.
In Chapter One, I emphasised the paucity of literature on health impacts of LSLAs,
and connects to a general lack of policy addressing the unique health concerns of
individuals, populations and communities impacted by LSLAs. Our current
understanding of LSLAs impacts on the environment, farming systems, livelihoods
(Coscieme et al., 2018; Fairhead et al., 2012; Hufe & Heuermann, 2017), for
example, can serve as pathways into the analysis of LSLAs health impacts, and
advancing health policy within the broader sustainable development framework. I
discuss these implications further down in the chapter. This dissertation draws on
therapeutic landscapes, ecological change and human health framework
developed by Myers et al. (2013) to ground the study of LSLAs health impacts. The
specific objectives were:
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1. Examine how large scale land acquisitions impact community therapeutic
spaces and wellbeing.
2. Explain the impact of ecological governance on psychosocial health in the
context of large scale land acquisitions.
3. Examine the overall impact of large scale land acquisition, associated
gendered-migration and climate change on food security.
The section below discusses how the study objectives were addressed, and the
main findings reported in the empirical chapters.

7.2.1. Objective 1: Examine how large scale land acquisitions impact community
therapeutic spaces and wellbeing

In addressing this objective, Manuscript One relied on qualitative data
collected through in-depth interviews with village council members, and adults
with varied demographic and socioeconomic backgrounds in Tanga and Pwani
Regions, Tanzania. The interviews covered issues on how LSLAs is changing their
landscapes, perceptions towards their re-created landscapes, and the health
implications. Land as a cultural commodity or element of sense of place is well
documented in the literature. Theoretical concepts such as environmental
dispossession from Health Geography (Tobias & Richmond, 2014) and therapeutic
landscapes from Cultural Geography (Bell et al., 2018; Wood et al., 2015) suggest
complex relational dynamics between land and community (individuals) tied
together in a web of reciprocal benefits and responsibilities. These theoretical
concepts maintain the general believe that land exhumes good health and
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wellbeing when protected, and in reverse, loses its healing features, and causes
poor health when polluted or when its natural form is disturbed (Kingsley et al.,
2009).
Centring on these theoretical domains, the study revealed multiple
meaning(s) and several important uses of land in coastal Tanzania aside the usual
economic characterization. Land, particularly sacred land, is perceived as having
animate features tied to the cultural practices of its occupants. For most local
populations, land capture (grab) as happening in LSLAs represents not only a
destruction of therapeutic spaces but also the capture and destruction of their
culture. As local populations are denied access to important cultural spaces
certain cultural practices are being curtailed. The health impact of these changes
is experienced in the form of psychosocial distress and mental health. While this is
not new, particularly in First Nation communities in North America and Australia
(see Big-Canoe & Richmond, 2014; Kingsley et al., 2009), the same cannot be said
in LSLA context. For instance, unlike among First Nation populations, the study
found that sense of place, attachment to land and characterisation of sacred land
as therapeutic spaces are individualized, and more broadly differentiated along
age groups. While older people are more worried about the destruction of sacred
lands, younger people supported LSLAs in anticipation of improvement in
livelihoods. This complicates the discussion of land and health in the context of
LSLAs, requiring a unique theoretical approach and policy direction. I return to this
in the research contribution section in this chapter.
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7.2.2. Objective 2: Explain the impact of ecological governance on psychosocial
health in the context of the context of large scale land acquisitions

This objective is addressed in Manuscript Two (Chapter Five) with analysis of
primary survey data. By employing multivariate complementary log-log models,
the study accounted for the influence of empirical and theoretical factors
influencing how local population’s perception of ecological governance in a LSLAs
context contributes to their psychosocial health. In Tanzania, the village
committee works with the District Assembly, and relevant land and environmental
protection institutions to regulate natural resource exploitation. The process of
land governance in LSLAs is outlined primarily by the guidelines on land
acquisitions (see Chapter Three). However, this study found widespread
perception of poor ecological governance in coastal Tanzania. In fact, only a small
section of the population (7%) reported that ecological governance was good, and
it facilitated the processes employed in exploitation of ecological resources in the
context of LSLAs. Perception of ecological governance represents an individual’s
sense of how the governance process (in local communities and beyond)
advances a balance between stewardship of the ecology and natural resource
exploitation for individual and community benefits. As indicated in the literature,
individuals are more likely to hold a positive perception when their environmental
concerns and expectation of material benefits from environmental exploitation
are met (Hirsch et al., 2018; Pedersen & Waye, 2007). Consequently, the finding
that only few individuals thought ecological governance was good, indicates that
for the majority, their expectations of livelihood improvement and environmental
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sustainability were not being met. In fact, those who reported that ecological
governance was fair, or poor were more than three times more likely to report
poor psychosocial health.
7.2.3. Objective 3: Examine the overall impact of LSLA, associated genderedmigration and climate change on food security.
In order to explain disparities in LSLAs impact on food security among local
populations, this study conducted multivariate logistic regression and postestimation margins on primary survey data. The study further examined how
three drivers of vulnerabilities (i.e. migration, gender and climate change)
contribute to food security disparities. Consistent with the literature, female
migrants were more likely to report that LSLAs was associated with food
insecurity. Among both migrants and no-migrants, the analysis showed male nonmigrants were more likely to report that LSLAs was contributing to food insecurity
compared to female non-migrants. In the study context, men are frequently
household heads who are expected to provide for their families. Hence, when
such men lose their family lands to LSLAs, these men may be subjected to distress
over the long term as shown in this study. This finding adds an important nuance
to the literature on gender, migration and food security in LSLAs. While women
are suggested to be the most vulnerable in the short-term mainly because they
receive little or no compensation from LSLAs (Nyantakyi-Frimpong & Bezner Kerr,
2017), male non-migrants suffer significant distress losing their main production.
Also, the analysis showed contrasting findings on how LSLAs influence the
impact of climate change on local food security. While reducing adverse impact of
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climate change on non-migrants’ food security, the study found that LSLAs rather
exacerbates climate change impacts on migrants’ food security.
7.3.

How the manuscripts integrate
Although the three empirical manuscripts address specific objectives, they

are together addressing the over-arching question in the dissertation: how has
large scale land acquisitions impacted the psychosocial health and wellbeing of
local populations? I demonstrate (see Figure 7) and discuss this in the ensuing
section.

Figure 7: Summary of study findings and thematic integration of manuscripts.
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The three empirical studies applied different data types/variables
(qualitative and quantitative), theoretical framings and analytical techniques to
address three distinct objectives, yet, they all adduced evidence suggesting that
LSLAs was contributing to widening socio-economic (including food security)
inequalities. Growing inequalities reflect inherent unequal power differentials in
LSLAs contexts, which have contributed to exploitation of poor and marginalised
individuals across scale. Consistent with the literature, and in Chapter Six of this
dissertation, how benefits of LSLAs accrue to individuals is a function of the
underlying power dynamics. At every scale of analysis, the most powerless are
disadvantaged. Li (2011), for example, explains how marginalized local labour
often relies on menial jobs on LSLAs. In Ethiopia, Shete and Rutten (2015) found
that relocation of pastoralists from green valleys to marginal highlands resulted in
declining cattle numbers, which affected income levels of cattle owning
households. This is consistent with the finding in Manuscript Three that, migrants
who are often employed in LSLAs, and with limited access to productive resources
tend to report worse food insecurity associated with LSLAs.
In addition, studies have shown growing corruption among the political
elites and traditional authorities in allocation of lands for large scale acquisitions.
This practice denies vulnerable local populations meaningful compensation for
land takeovers but tends to result in widening inequalities (Ahmed et al., 2018;
Hausermann et al., 2018; Bujko et al., 2016). Invariably, corruption in land
governance is closely related to local population’s perception of poor ecological
governance as reported in Manuscript Two, and with the finding that LSLAs is
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resulting in food insecurity in our study context as illustrated in Manuscript Three.
Nevertheless, poor ecological governance may also arise from the fact that
institutions responsible for negotiating land deals have weak capacities. As earlier
reported by Collins and Mitchell (2017), village committees responsible in
negotiating land deals for fair compensation, and responsible exploitation of their
ecologies in Tanzania often fail in this mandate because of limited capacities.
Furthermore, the finding that LSLAs is contributing to destruction of
sacred lands is much revealing (see Manuscript One). Soft feeling for cultural
landscapes and sense of stewardship for local ecologies are aligned with high
expectation of sustainable ecological management (see Manuscript Two). It is
possible that these dynamics are less evident in the conceptualisation of land as
mainly an economic resource. Unlike in most First Nation communities in North
America and Australia, advocates for LSLAs have failed to appreciate and
recognise existence of complex therapeutic connection between local
populations and their lands. Thus, opening lands to investment may be addressing
important immediate economic need (e.g. foreign direct investment), but
obviously posing long-term risk by detaching people from their sacred lands,
which has increasingly been shown to impact psychosocial health and wellbeing
(Big-Canoe & Richmond, 2014; Kingsley et al., 2009).
7.4.

Contribution of the study
This dissertation makes theoretical, methodological and practical

contributions to the literature on health and wellbeing, large scale land
acquisitions, and human-environment interaction more broadly.
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7.4.1. Theoretical contributions
The main theoretical contribution lies in the reconceptualization of LSLAs
as a form of ecological change, and land as a multi-dimensional space. Given the
study findings, I repositioned the ecological change and human health conceptual
framework from Chapter Two to illustrate how LSLAs contribute to health and
wellbeing of local populations (see Figure 8).

Figure 8: Large Scale Land Acquisitions and Human Health Conceptual Framework

The study conceptualised LSLAs as a global force that is contributing to ecological
change. The processes of LSLAs are structured in direct and indirect ecological
governance across scale. As advocacy for reforms to commodify land, liberalise its
access and increase security of land investments in low-income countries take
shape, land governance is becoming a multi-scalar and multi-actor phenomenon.
Therefore, the role of the World Bank, and International ‘green’ NGOs in shaping
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rules and guidelines on land acquisitions in Tanzania and other contexts cannot be
over-emphasised. Thus, activities of LSLAs (e.g. large scale farming, mining, and
forest conservation) have direct impacts on changing landscapes that have
potential influences as both climate change dynamics and ecological governance.
Findings from Manuscript One support a direct linkage between changes in
local landscape, psychosocial health and changing dynamics in livelihoods
(wellbeing). The findings in Manuscript Two also support a direct relationship
between ecological governance and psychosocial health. With the concept of
multiple vulnerabilities, Manuscript Three demonstrated that impacts of LSLAs are
mediated by migration, gender and climate change effects. Furthermore, aside
acting as a mediator, climate change has been suggested to directly influence the
health and wellbeing of local population (Myers et al., 2013). These elements
together form the Large Scale Land Acquisitions and human health conceptual
framework proposed in this dissertation.
Inherent in the framework are important theoretical concepts worth
noting. First, LSLAs is laced with power dynamics played out in the struggle
among multiple actors for control of ecological resources. These struggles have
historical undertones connecting to colonisation, and therefore their analysis in
this dissertation provides insight into political ecologies, especially Robbins
(2012)’s concept of winners and losers (see Chapter Six). Furthermore,
demonstrating differentiated impacts along varying forms of vulnerabilities adds
to feminist political ecology literature, which emphasises relational dynamics in
access and control of ecological resources between males and females (Elmhirst
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et al., 2017; Rocheleau et al., 2013). On a broader focus, the proposed theoretical
framework also points to political ecologies of health. Even though more
appropriately called large scale land acquisitions and human health framework, it
is shaped within the domain of political ecology of health, because the exercise of
unequal power over ecological resources and its associated range of health and
wellbeing risks for different social groups are within the foundational concepts of
political ecologies of health (Connolly, Kotsila, & D’Alisa, 2017; Ferring &
Hausermann, 2019; King, 2010; Richmond et al., 2005).
Second, inequalities emerging from gender, migration and climate change
vulnerabilities occur in social settings, and for that matter, their health
implications are also shaped within social positions. In Myers et al. (2013)
ecological change and human health framework, disparities in health at
population level are discussed in the form of access to interventions (buffers)
against ecological change vulnerabilities, and at the individual level by wealth
disparities. Their analyses centre on material deprivation and its influence on
access to health resources. In this dissertation, socio-economic inequalities,
associated health risks and access to health resources are only part of several
mechanisms through which inequalities produce health disparities. It is evident in
the dissertation that disparities in socio-economic status are tied to land access
and control through complex notions of relative benefits from LSLAs. In
particular, landless populations (e.g. women and migrants) are less venerable to
food insecurity from LSLAs, while male non-migrants report relatively higher
vulnerabilities in LSLAs induced food insecurity. Aside changing dynamics in
control of production base, these vulnerabilities are explained by relative
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expectations from LSLAs. Male non-migrants who control land and other
ecological resources tend to have higher expectation from LSLAs than women
and migrants, and therefore, in relative terms report higher vulnerabilities in
wellbeing and psychosocial health risks than other social groups.
Third, the combination of therapeutic landscapes and environmental
dispossession theoretical concepts expand the conceptualisation of land beyond
the realms of economic resource. It shifts attention from the dominant focus of
the literature on the politics of LSLAs to how land in its ‘new’ conceptualisation as
a cultural landscape with therapeutic features is impacted by LSLAs and how that
affects the psychosocial health and wellbeing of local populations. Taken together
the preceding theoretical concepts open up rich qualitative and quantitative
research trajectory on how structural disparities in the form of social and
ecological change translate into health risks for populations in low-income
countries. It also brings out theoretical complexities in the study of land and
health in the context of LSLAs.
7.4.2. Methodological contributions
The dissertation contributes to methodology in three main ways. First, the
combination of qualitative and quantitative methods to examine complex subjects
as land and health allowed for the emergence of voices of local population that
revealed ‘new’ dynamics about the meaning(s) of land and its role in the health
and wellbeing in LSLAs. Specifically, the use of post-positivist ontological and
epistemological stance in the study design underscored the salient assumption
that phenomena such as land have multiple meanings that traverse positivists,
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subjectivist and constructionist divides. The evidence in this dissertation justifies
the utilisation of cross-epistemological design, employing varied methodologies in
order to explore multiple dimensions of land, health and wellbeing. As advocated
by Warshawsky (2014), aiming for multiple truths in study phenomenon should be
an important consideration in study designs, in order to improve validity and
rigour of findings. The strength of mixed methodologies in this regard is amply
demonstrated in this dissertation.
Second, one of the main methodological assumptions in the dissertation
relates to the complex socio-economic and cultural spaces of study subjects. In
aiming to reveal some of these complexities and their implications for health and
wellbeing, the study examined the combined impact of multiple vulnerabilities
from gender, migration, and climate change in the context of LSLAs. The use of
‘gendered-migration’ in regression analysis and accompanying that with postestimation margins demonstrates not only the ability to unpack important
nuances in the intersectionality of multiple vulnerabilities, but also indicates the
viability of such methodological approach in getting closer the realities of social
phenomena.
Third,

important

methodological

considerations

pursued

in

the

implementation of this dissertation are worth noting, particularly for the literature
on methodologies for social science research. Social science research involving
outside researchers in Tanzania involves multiple sampling units and levels of
ethics approval, with each unit and level having varying resource and time
requirements. For instance, while the Centre for Science and Technology
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(COSTECH) provides ethics approval for research in the country, a referral letter
accompanies the approval to regional level institutions (often to notify them
about the research). The regional local government institution also by a letter
through the researcher informs district level institutions, and the process
continues to ward and the village level where a lead person representing the
village committee introduces the research to community members. These
processes can take more than a month, and therefore, should form a significant
part of the research preparation (see Chapter Three). But more importantly, it is
essential to apply robust sampling strategy that takes into consideration the
multiple levels of the research approval process, particularly when the goal of the
study is to apply mixed methods (quantitative and qualitative analysis), which
often requires both probabilistic and non-probabilistic sampling. Relatedly, the
study demonstrates the importance of pre-testing for cognitive and practical
alignment of research instruments to study participants, which down the research
process benefits the interviewing processes and data quality.
7.4.3. Policy contributions
The dissertation findings raise policy imperatives that question the viability
of large scale land acquisitions (LSLAS) as a strategy for transforming national and
local economies. The practical contributions of the dissertation by character
reflect the position that economic indicators such as Gross Domestic Product,
volume of exports, foreign direct investments, and quantity of food produced
from activities of LSLAs, are poor wellbeing measures. Deep in these outcomes
are multiple sources of disparities, which draw greater benefits away from
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populations in production locales. Consequently, Tanzania and other countries in
sub-Saharan Africa must shift focus from quantifying (potential) impacts of LSLAs
from pure economic perspectives to more human development centred
indicators. Questions about how local populations are impacted by LSLAs need to
change from how many individuals in local populations are employed or what are
annual outputs from large scale farms, to how activities of LSLAs improve the
health and wellbeing of communities and populations. Policy in Tanzania and
similar contexts can benefit from the dissertation findings in three main ways.
First, health policy in Tanzania should move beyond health systems and
curative care to preventive care that incorporates important causes of noncommunicable diseases into its agenda. Adverse psychosocial health impacts of
LSLAs on local populations should engage the attention of health policy in the
country. In line with this, health service should prioritize on providing psychosocial
health services in communities and among populations who suffer land
dispossession or relocation. In the long term, it is important for national level
health policy to position LSLAs as a significant ecological change that has health
implications for local populations, and thus, take interest in the processes of
LSLAs. Regulatory mechanisms intended to guarantee sustainable exploitation of
land-based resources should bring on-board health professionals who can assess
the psychosocial implications of land investments, and take steps to address any
health risks. At the global level, the findings invite health organisations (e.g. World
Health Organisation) into policymaking in LSLAs. For instance, strategies at
addressing rising incidence of non-communicable diseases such as mental health
in low-income countries should focus on emerging forms of inequalities including
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those produced by LSLAs. In addition, ‘cleaning’ LSLAs through the
implementation of responsible land investments would require prioritisation of
health issues including psychosocial health associated with these land
investments. On this score, multi-actor structures that bring the World Bank,
International Monitory Fund, and Food and Agricultural Organisation into the
arena of policy making for responsible land governance should create space for
the participation of the World Health Organisation. Similarly, regional groupings
such as the East African Community which are increasingly taking center-stage in
LSLAs governance should refocus their attention on addressing potential health
risks associated with LSLALs.
Second, it is evident from the dissertation that land governance may be
improving land access for marginalised populations in Tanzania. Yet, local
populations are worried and distressed about the future of their communities
given the scale and form of LSLAs. Against this background, there is the need to
increase transparency in land acquisition processes in a way that promote local
participation in decisions regarding where, when, and how to give out lands for
acquisitions. Achieving this requires regular training of local land management
structures (e.g. the village land committee) on negotiation and local participation.
It also requires further reforms in land laws that would specifically introduce local
sustainability perspectives as a critical prerequisite in large scale land acquisitions.
Finally, inequalities and vulnerabilities from climate change, migration and
social dynamics raise critical policy issues. While implementing measures to
address inequalities in Tanzania, it is important to target ‘the left behind’ (e.g.
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migrants) with social safety nets to address immediate vulnerabilities which have
been exacerbated by structural inequalities, particularly in food insecurity in LSLAs
context. In the long term, improving negotiations in land deals within a broader
land policy reform should address structural inequalities (e.g. gender-based
inequalities) to make LSLAs beneficial to both women and men. Ultimately,
addressing the differentiated health and wellbeing risks from LSLAs among local
populations should be an opportunity to reconstruct social structure in a way that
empowers and reduces gendered inequalities. Furthermore, the assumption that
LSLAs can address climate change impact on food security is not entire the case as
demonstrated by the findings in this dissertation, suggesting the need for more
sustainable alternative(s) in climate change adaptation policy in the country.
7.5.

Study limitations
Despite the crucial and timely contribution of the dissertation on health

impacts of LSLAs among local populations, the research is associated with some
limitations worth noting. First and foremost, health/wellbeing is multi-dimensional
(Davies, Day, & Williamson, 2004; Luginaah, 2009; Rosenberg, 1998), but the
analysis in this dissertation was limited to psychosocial health and food security. It
is likely LSLAs may be impacting other dimensions of health, which could be
mediating LSLAs and the two domains of health examined in this study. Secondly,
it is possible some dimensions of ecological change arising from activities of LSLAs
are not been included in the LSLAs and human health framework. For instance,
water grabbing in coastal Tanzania might have a bi-directional influence on
climate change impact, yet this aspect of LSLAs was not evidently addressed.
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Similarly, climate change influence on health and wellbeing may be mediated by
power dynamics in the context of LSLAs but this was not adequately given space
in the dissertation. Thirdly, health and wellbeing are complex concepts, and for
that matter, require longitudinal studies to decouple potential temporariness in
how they relate with LSLAs. I attempted to address this limitation by designing
the study to capture a ten-year retrospective data.
7.6.

Future research direction
The dissertation makes a compelling case for centring health in large scale

land acquisitions (LSLAs). It is anticipated that, in the next few years, research
would engage with questions that examine LSLAs dynamics, health and wellbeing
within the broader domain of ecological change and sustainable development.
This field of research would be important for Health Geographers who prioritize
on the influence of place on health and wellbeing across scale (Luginaah, 2009). A
recent study on linking LSLAs to rising incidence of malaria in Ghana published in
the Annuals of the American Association of Geographers (Ferring & Hausermann,
2019), in addition to the empirical part of this dissertation, clearly indicates
emergence of health in LSLAs research. For now, this dissertation shows three
main lines of research in LSLAs and health.
First, the narrative that LSLAs is a viable strategy for developing
community and national economies must be examined in the context of its
contribution to wellbeing. Given that economic growth does not always inure to
progress in human wellbeing, it is important to examine how LSLAs contribute to
individual and community wellbeing. This question may start a conversation on
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how policy can leverage on positive impacts and address adverse impacts of
LSLAs at individual and population levels. Furthermore, as we seek in part to
promote sustainable development through LSLAs in developing countries,
understanding the complex dynamics of LSLAs and wellbeing can re-direct policy
towards the attainment of the Sustainable Development Goals come 2030.
Theoretical, the question on LSLAs and wellbeing will directly contribute to the
growth of LSLAs and human health conceptual framework proposed in this
dissertation.
Secondly, preliminary conceptualization of ecological governance in the
context of LSLAs in this dissertation should be taken through further
development. Specifically, the indicators proposed in Chapter Five should be
tested empirically with studies across varied contexts. Not only will a welldeveloped concept on ecological governance help reform land administration, it
can also be applied in other domains of research on sustainable development, and
exploitation of ecological resources.
Thirdly, the therapeutic features of lands under LSLAs needs to be
interrogated beyond coastal Tanzania and over a time. This is because the prime
conceptualization of therapeutic landscape along the lines of cultural landscapes
is sensitive to space-time effects. One approach would be to conduct multiple
case studies in different cultural contexts, and by using meta analysis examine
how lands given out to investors are therapeutic, and why they are associated
with psychosocial health and wellbeing of local populations. Improving our
understating in this area can influence how we approach the study health
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conditions including the rising incidence of non-communicable diseases (e.g.
mental health) in low-income countries.
7.7.

Concluding Statement
In this dissertation, I examined the impacts of large scale land acquisitions

on the psychosocial health and wellbeing of local populations. The forms, actors
and discourses in competition for ecological resource exploitation in low-income
countries would become more complicated as global power dynamics evolve
across scale, and as consumption of natural resources increases. I demonstrate in
this dissertation that health and wellbeing is at the center of human development.
Therefore, discourses championing development as the justification for land
investments and enclosures in low-income countries should be interrogated not
from ‘hard’ economic indicators such as Gross Domestic Product but with ‘soft’
human centered indicators (e.g. health and wellbeing). Given the nebulous nature
of the concept ‘development’, contribution of land investment to human progress
is shown in the health and wellbeing of local populations. As land investments
propel ecological, political, economic and social change, they have the tendencies
of exacerbating old, creating new forms of gendered vulnerabilities among local
populations. Hence, nuanced analyses of large scale land acquisitions from the
perspective of multiple contextual vulnerabilities can reveal the complicated
impacts in local communities. The eco-change and health conceptual framework
proposed here is crucial in this direction.
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Appendix B: In-Depth Interview Guide

Key informant interview checklist
[Please explain consent letter to participants and seek their consent before the start of
the interview]

Why is large-scale land acquisition taking place in your area/country? What are the
main purposes that land acquired is put into?
Who are the major land buyers in your area/country?
What is the process of acquiring land on a large scale in your area/country?
What specific guidelines regulate the acquisitions of land?
How are local populations involved in negotiations for land deals? How do they
become aware of land deals?
What are the benefits of land acquisitions to local populations, the country and the
land buyers?
Does land acquisition have any impact on local communities, and the country? How?
How are local populations’ food security affected by large-scale land acquisitions?
How are local populations’ health impacted by land acquisitions?
Are men and women impacted differently by large-scale land acquisitions?
What are some of the measures local populations take to remedy the impact of land
acquisition on their health and food security?
What measures are in place to ameliorate the potential impact of land acquisition on
local populations and the country?
What would you recommend be done to improve food security, health and wellbeing
of local populations and their communities?
Thank you!
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Appendix C: Survey Instrument

Survey ID: ____/____/____

Region#_______________

Date:_____/____/2016-17

District#______________

Community #_________________

Interviewer#____________________ Respondent’s Gender: Male____ Female_____
#
1

QUESTION (and Enumerator
Instruction)
What is the locality type?

RESPONSE OPTIONS

CODE

Rural
Urban

1
2

SECTION A: MIGRATION (DISPOSSESSION) AND IMPACT ON HOUSEHOLDS
2

Have you lived in this area for the
last 5 years?

3

How long have you lived in this
area?

4

How many years have you lived in
this house?

5

Did you migrate from elsewhere to
this place?

6

What was the main reason for
migrating?

7

What did you like most about your
former community?

8

What was the worst think about your
former community?

Yes
No
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
0-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
20 years or more
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
0-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
20 years or more
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Yes
No (SKIP to Q 10)
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Leave land for commercial farming

1
2
98
99
1
2
3
4
98
99
1
2
3
4
98
99
1
2
98
99
1

Avoid natural disaster
Access social services (education, health, …)
Employment (civil service)
Fishing
Trading
Other (please specify)

2
3
4
5
6
97

………………………
Preferred not to answer
Nothing
Business
Employment on commercial farm
Family agriculture
Social support
Clean environment
Affordable housing
Safe neighborhood
Other (please specify)

99
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
97

………………………
Nothing
Poor jobs/livelihoods
Natural Disaster

1
2
3
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9

Do you wish going back to your
former community?

10

Has any of your family members
migrated to another
community/country?

11

If yes what was the main reason?

12

13

How does the migration of a family
member affect your household
economic status?

How do you rate your household’s
quality of life relative to others in
your community?

Poor environmental conditions
Bad infrastructure (roads, drains, etc.)
Lack of social services
Unsafe neighbourhoods
Other (please specify)

4
5
6
7
97

………………………
Yes
No
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Yes
No (SKIP to Q 13)
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer

1
2
98
99
1
2
98
99

Leave land for commercial farming
Avoid natural disaster
Access social services (education, health, …)

1
2
3

Employment (civil service)
Fishing
Trading
Other (please specify)

4
5
6
97

………………………
Preferred not to answer
Much worst

99
1

Little worst
No change
Little better
Much better
Preferred not to answer
The worst
Among the worse
About the same
Better
The best
Preferred not to answer

2
3
4
5
99
1
2
3
4
5
99

SECTION B: PERCEIVED IMPACT OF LAND ACQUISITION ON FOOD SECURITY AND HEALTH
Perception of Land Acquisition Process
14
Do you know if large-scale land
Yes
1
acquisition (for large commercial
No
2
activities) is taking place in your
Don’t Know
98
area?
Preferred not to answer
99
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Refused
14a
14b
14c
14d

14e

14f
14g

Large scale land acquisition has
been on the rise in past 5 years
I am informed orally about land
acquisition in their communities
Only community leaders take part in
negotiations land deals
Community members actively
engaged in negotiating and signing
land deals
I trust government officials to
protect the interest of smallholder
farmers and community members in
land deals
I have concerns about the processes
used in acquiring land in our area
I have taken some action to prevent
land acquisition or protect

Strongly

Somewhat

Neither

Strongly

Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99
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traditional lands
Perception impact of land acquisitions on livelihood and food security
15a

Large scale land acquisition
1
2
collapses local livelihoods (e.g.
smallholder farming)
15b
Smallholders and local communities
1
2
are worse affected by large scale
land acquisitions
15c
Commercial farms provide
1
2
sustainable employment to small
holder farmers
15d
Local populations earn more income
1
2
from working on commercial farms
than their traditional livelihoods
15e
Food produced from large scale
1
2
farms are exported
15f
Food availability has improved
1
2
because of activities of large scale
farms
15g
Food is now more affordable for
1
2
local populations because of
improved incomes and food
availability
15h
I experience less hunger now than
1
2
10 years ago because of activities of
large-scale land acquisition.
15i
I am more food secure now because
1
2
of the activities of large scale farms
Perception of impact of land acquisitions on health and wellbeing

3

4

5

99

3

4

5

99

3

4

5

99

3

4

5

99

3

4

5

99

3

4

5

99

3

4

5

99

3

4

5

99

3

4

5

99

16a

16b

16c

16d
16e

16f

16g

16h

The land (including the forest and
natural environment) means a lot to
me and other local populations
Land is a holy and spiritual being,
providing us good health and
protection from harm and disasters.
Land is a medium through which we
keep in touch with our ancestors and
God
Land has cultural and traditional
importance
I feel strongly connected with land
(the environment) in my traditional
community
Disasters and droughts are occurring
because the land (environment) is
desecrated
I feel there is poor health because
our land (environment) is being
abused
I feel stressed and sick because we
have lost our natural environment

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

SECTION C: INDIVIDUAL HEALTH STATUS AND ACCESS TO HEALTH CARE SERVICES
17

In general, compared with other
people your age, how do you
describe your health at the moment?

Poor

1

Fair

2

Very good
Excellent

3
4

Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
PART I: Individual Health Status (***Adopted from the Nottingham Health Profile**)
Please answers Yes = 1 or No = 2
18
Emotional Reaction

98
99
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a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
19
a.
b.
c.
20
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
21
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
22
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
23
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
24
a.
b.
c.

Things are getting me down
I’ve forgotten what it’s like to enjoy myself
I’m feeling an edge
The days seems to drag
I lose my temper easily these days
I feel as if I am losing control
Worry is keeping me awake at night
I feel that life is not worth living
I wake up feeling depressed
Energy Level
I’m tired all day
Everything is an effort
I soon run out of energy
Physical Abilities
I can walk about only in my compound
I find it hard to bend
I am unable to work at all
I have trouble going up down a hilly ground
I find it hard to reach for things
I find it hard to get dressed by myself
I find it hard to stand for long
I need help to walk about outside (e.g. a walking aid or someone to support me)
Pain
I have pain at night
I have unbearable pain
I find it painful to change my position
I’m in pain when I walk
I’m in pain when I’m standing
I’m in constant pain
I’m in pain when going up a hilly ground
I’m in pain when I’m sitting
Social Isolation
I feel lonely
I’m finding it hard to make contact with people
I feel there is nobody that I am close to
I feel I am a burden to people
I’m finding it hard to get along with people
Sleep
I take pills/alcohol to help me sleep
I’m waking up in the early hours of the morning
I lie awake for most of the night
It takes me a long time to get to sleep
I sleep badly at night
Other
Is your present state of health causing problems with your:
Work? (i.e. paid employment)
Looking after the home? (Cleaning and cooking, repairs, weeding and other odd jobs around
the home, etc)
d.
Social life? (Going out, seeing friends, going to festival/community meetings, etc)
e.
Home life? (i.e. relationships with other people in your home)
f.
Sex life?
g.
Interests and hobbies? (Dancing, hunting, fishing, arts and crafts, etc.)
h.
Do you take time off from your work to participate in annual festivals?
Part II: AUDIT and General Health Behaviours
25
Have you ever drunk any alcoholic beverage
Yes
except traditional beer?
No
Preferred not to answer
26
What type of alcoholic beverage do you
Don’t Drink Alcohol
normally drink?
Konyagi
Traditional beer
Beer
Wine
Other (Please Specify)

1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1
2
99
1
2
3
4
5
97

222

27

How often do you have a drink containing
alcohol?

28

How many drinks containing alcohol do you
have on a typical day when you are drinking?

29

How often do you have six or more drinks on
one occasion?

30

How often during the last year have you found
that you were not able to stop drinking once you
had started?

31

How often during the last year have you failed
to do what was normally expected from you
because of drinking?

32

How often during the last year have you needed
a first drink in the morning to get yourself going
after a heavy drinking session?

33

How often during the last year have you had a
feeling of guilt or remorse after drinking?

34

How often during the last year have you been
unable to remember what happened the night
before because you had been drinking?

35

Have you or someone else been injured as a
result of your drinking?

36

37

Has a relative or friend or a doctor or another
health worker been concerned about your
drinking or suggested you cut down?
Do you smoke cigarettes or tobacco?

38

How often do you smoke cigarettes or tobacco?

39

IF NO TO 37 ASK
Does anyone in your household smoke?

40

How often does [NAME] smoke?

41

During the past 4 weeks have you had a drink of
konyagi?

……………………………………………
Never (SKIP to Q37)
Monthly or less
2 to 4 times a month
2 to 3 times a week
4 or more times a week
1 or 2
3 or 4
5 or 6
7, 8, or 9
10 or more
Never
Less than monthly
Monthly
Weekly
Daily or almost daily
Never
Less than monthly
Monthly
Weekly
Daily or almost daily
Never
Less than monthly
Monthly
Weekly
Daily or almost daily
Never
Less than monthly
Monthly
Weekly
Daily or almost daily
Never
Less than monthly
Monthly
Weekly
Daily or almost daily
Never
Less than monthly
Monthly
Weekly
Daily or almost daily
No
Yes, but not in the last year
Yes, during the last year
No
Yes, but not in the last year
Yes, during the Last Year
Yes
No (SKIP to Q39)
Preferred not to answer
Daily
Occasionally
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Yes
No
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Daily
Occasionally
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Yes
No

0
1
2
3
4
0
1
2
3
4
0
1
2
3
4
0
1
2
3
4
0
1
2
3
4
0
1
2
3
4
0
1
2
3
4
0
1
2
3
4
0
1
2
0
1
2
1
2
99
1
2
98
99
1
2
98
99
1
2
98
99
1
2
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42

How often do you consume konyagi or any of
the traditional gins?

43

How often do you consume traditional beer?

Part III: Access to Health Care Services
44
Is there any health facility in this
community?

45

How far is it from where you live to
the nearest health facility?

46

How easy is it for you to reach this
health facility?

47

How satisfied are you with the
health services that you get?

48

If not satisfied with services, what
other options do you use?

49

How do you rate the cost of health
care services in the community
health facility?

50

What is the major barrier that
prevents you from seeking health
care services?

51

What is your most important source
of health information in this
community?

Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Not At All
Daily
Occasionally
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Not At All
Daily
Occasionally
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer

98
99
0
1
2
98
99
0
1
2
98
99

Yes
No
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Record as mentioned
______________________________

1
2
98
99

Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Not easy
Fairly easy
Easy
Very Easy
Easiest
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Not satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Satisfied
Very satisfied
Most satisfied
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Traditional health care services
Local pharmacy
Home care service
Social network
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Not affordable
Fairly affordable
Affordable
Very affordable
Most affordable
Free services
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Nothing
Unavailable of services needed
Inaccessibility of health facilities
Unacceptability of services provided
Other (Please Specify)

98
99
1
2
3
4
5
98
99
1
2
3
4
5
98
99
1
2
3
4
98
99
1
2
3
4
5
6
98
99
1
2
3
4
97

……………………………
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Community health worker
Government Health Centre/Hospital
Faith-based Health Centre/Hospital
NGOs
Other (Please Specify)

98
99
1
2
3
4
97
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……………………………
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
SECTION D: COMMUNITY WELLBEING
Part I: “A place to live”
52
Personal Safety

a.

I feel safe to undertake activities at
night (be alone at home, walk alone
outside, leave my bicycle/car
outside)
b.
I feel safe living in this area overall
53
Service and facilities
a.
I’m satisfied with the services
provided by the local school
b.
I’m satisfied with the services
provided by the local health
facilities
c.
I’m satisfied with the facilities
available for children in this
community
d.
I’m satisfied with the support
services in this community
e.
Overall, I feel satisfied with the
facilities and services available in
my community
54
Built environment
a.
My community is clean
b.
My community is a beautiful place
55
Environmental loading
a.
I’m satisfied with the quality of
roads in the community
b.
I’m satisfy our roads are safe and
less congested
c.
I’m satisfied with the dust level on
our roads
d.
I’m satisfied with the noise level
from our roads
e.
I’m satisfied with the overall quality
of the environment in my
community
56
Environmental management
a.
I’m satisfied with the management
of our natural resources (e.g. water,
minerals)
b.
I’m satisfied with sustainability of
our local farm lands
c.
I’m satisfied with our overall
management of the natural
environment for the future
Part II: “A economic community”
57
Income sufficiency
a.
My household income is enough for
household expenses
b.
My household income supports the
standard of living that my household
wants
c.
The cost of living does not impact
much on our household income
58
Economic Activities
a.
There are good jobs in my
community

Agree
Strongly

98
99

1

Neutral
Somewhat Neithe
r
2
3

Disagree
Strongly Somewh
at
4
5

Refused

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

99
99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99

1

2

3

4

5

99
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b.

Local traditional business are doing
1
well under activities of LSLAs
c.
Overall, I’m satisfied with
1
employment and business
opportunities in my community
Part III: “A political community”
59
Community decision making and trust
a.
The local government informs us
1
about governance and decisions
about our community
b.
There are opportunities to voice out
1
concerns about our community
c.
I’m satisfied with how decisions are 1
made affecting our community
d.
I have trust and confidence in my
1
community leaders
e.
I have trust and confidence in my
1
local government
f.
Overall, I trust community leaders to 1
protect our traditional environment
60
Trust in decisions of large companies
a.
Large scale land acquisition actors
1
involve local community members
in decisions making
b.
I trust large scale land acquisition
1
actors in my community
Part IV: “A social community”
61
Community and social interaction
a.
I help out a local community group
1
at least once every week
b.
I attended several community events 1
in the past year
c.
I am an active member of a social
1
group (e.g. youth group, religious
group, farmer group) in my
community
d.
I have regularly participated in
1
communal activities
e.
I have regularly visited my friends
1
f.
I have regularly been in touch with
1
my friends through phone and other
means of communication
62
Community spirit and cohesion
a.
People in my community can rely on 1
one another for help
b.
People in my community work
1
together to solve community
problems
c.
My community welcomes
1
newcomers
d.
My community welcomes people of 1
other ethnicity and cultures
e.
Our community involves everyone
1
no matter who they are
f.
Overall, I am satisfied with the
1
community spirit in my community
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SECTION E: HOUSEHOLD FOOD INSECURITY ACCESS SCALE (HFIAS)
63
In the past four weeks, did you worry that your household would not
Yes
have enough food?
No (SKIP to 64)
63a
How often did this happen?
Rarely (once or twice in the past four weeks)
Sometimes (three to ten times in the past four weeks)
Often (more than ten times in the past four weeks)
64
In the past four weeks, were you or any household member not able to
Yes
eat the kinds of foods you preferred because of a lack of resources?
No (SKIP to Q65)

1
2
1
2
3
1
2
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64a

65
65a

66

66a

67

67a

68

68a

69
69a

70
70a

71

71a

How often did this happen?

Rarely (once or twice in the past four weeks
Sometimes (three to ten times in the past four weeks)
Often (more than ten times in the past four weeks)
In the past four weeks, did you or any household member have to eat a
Yes
limited variety of foods due to a lack of resources?
No (SKIP to 66)
How often did this happen?
Rarely (once or twice in the past four weeks)
Sometimes (three to ten times in the past four weeks)
Often (more than ten times in the past four weeks)
In the past four weeks, did you or any household member have to eat
Yes
some foods that you really did not want to eat because of a lack of
resources to obtain other types of food?
No (SKIP to Q67)
How often did this happen?

Rarely (once or twice in the past four weeks)
Sometimes (three to ten times in the past four weeks)
Often (more than ten times in the past four weeks)
In the past four weeks, did you or any household member have to eat a
Yes
smaller meal than you felt you needed because there was not enough
food?
No (SKIP to Q68)
How often did this happen?
Rarely (once or twice in the past four weeks)
Sometimes (three to ten times in the past four weeks)
Often (more than ten times in the past four weeks)
In the past four weeks, did you or any other household member have to
Yes
eat fewer meals in a day because there was not enough food?
No (SKIP to Q69)
How often did this happen?
Rarely (once or twice in the past four weeks)
Sometimes (three to ten times in the past four weeks)
Often (more than ten times in the past four weeks)
In the past four weeks, was there ever no food to eat of any kind in your Yes
household because of lack of resources to get food?
No (SKIP to Q70)
How often did this happen?
Rarely (once or twice in the past four weeks)
Sometimes (three to ten times in the past four weeks)
Often (more than ten times in the past four weeks)
In the past four weeks, did you or any household member go to sleep at
Yes
night hungry because there was not enough food?
No (SKIP to Q71)
How often did this happen?
Rarely (once or twice in the past four weeks)
Sometimes (three to ten times in the past four weeks)
Often (more than ten times in the past four weeks)
In the past four weeks, did you or any household member go a whole
Yes
day and night without eating anything because there was not enough
No (SKIP to Q72)
food?
How often did this happen?
Rarely (once or twice in the past four weeks)
Sometimes (three to ten times in the past four weeks)
Often (more than ten times in the past four weeks)

SECTION F: HOUSEHOLD STRUCTURE AND DECISION MAKING
72
Which of the following best describes Female Centered (No husband/ male partner in
the household structure?
household, may include relatives, children, friends)
Male Centered (No wife/ female partner in household,
may include relatives, children, friends)
Nuclear (Husband/ male partner and wife/ female
partner with or without children)
Extended (Husband/ male partner and wife/ female
partner and children and relatives)
Polygamous (husband with more than one wife)
Other (Please Specify)

73

…………………………………..
In your household, who contributes most of the income?
Children
Male head/Father
Female head/Mother
Male relative
Female relative
Other (Please Specify)
………………………………

1
2
3
1
2
1
2
3
1
2
1
2
3
1
2
1
2
3
1
2
1
2
3
1
2
1
2
3
1
2
1
2
3
1
2
1
2
3

1
2
3
4
5
99

1
2
3
4
5
97
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74

75

76

77

78

79

In your household, who is considered to be in charge of
decisions making?

In your household who makes decisions about making large
household purchases?(Example: Vehicle, furniture etc.)

In your household who makes decisions about making
household purchases for daily needs?

In your household who makes decisions about visits to distant
families and relatives?

In your household who makes decisions about what food to
eat each day?

In your household who usually makes decisions on paying for
any health related expenses?

…...
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Everyone contributes equally
Male head/Father
Female head/Mother
Both father and mother
Male relative
Female relative
Other (Please Specify)
………………………………
…...
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Everyone contributes equally
Male and Female Heads
decide together
Mostly the Males
Mostly the Females
Other (Please Specify)
………………………………
…...
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Everyone contributes equally
Male and Female Heads
decide together
Mostly the Males
Mostly the Females
Other (Please Specify)
………………………………
…...
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Everyone contributes equally
Male and Female Heads
decide together
Mostly the Males
Mostly the Females
Other (Please Specify)
………………………………
…...
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Everyone contributes equally
Male and Female Heads
decide together
Mostly the Males
Mostly the Females
Other (Please Specify)
………………………………
…...
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Everyone contributes equally
Male and Female Heads
decide together
Mostly the Males
Mostly the Females
Other (Please Specify)

98
99
1
2
3
4
5
6
97

98
99
1
2
3
4
97

98
99
1
2
3
4
97

98
99
1
2
3
4
97

98
99
1
2
3
4
97

98
99
1
2
3
4
97
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………………………………
…...
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
SECTION G: PERCEPTION OF ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGE
80
Have you noticed any changes in temperature over the past 10
years?

80a

[IF YES] What changes have you observed?
(Please select all the apply)

81

Have you noticed changes in the STARTING TIME of
rainfall over the 10 past years?

81a

[IF YES] What kind of changes in the STARTING TIME of
rainfall have you noticed?

82

Have you noticed changes in the END TIME of rainfall over
the 10 past years?

82a

[IF YES] What kind of changes in the END TIME of rainfall
have you noticed?

83

Overall, would you describe the length of the rainy season?

84

Have you experienced any droughts in the past 10 years?

86

In your estimation, has the rate of farmland changed in the
past 10 years?

86a

[IF YES] How would you describe the observed change in the

Yes
No (SKIP to Q81)
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Getting hotter
Getting colder
Longer spells of hot
temperature
Longer spells of cold
temperature
Shorter spells of hot
temperature
Shorter spells of cold
temperature
Rapid change in temperature
Other (Please Specify)

98
99

1
2
98
99
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
97

………………………………
…...
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Yes
No (SKIP to Q82)
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Starts early
Starts late
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Yes (SKIP to Q83)
No
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Ends early
Ends late
Ends early and abruptly
Ends late and abruptly
Other (Please Specify)

98
99
1
2
98
99
1
2
98
99
1
2
98
99
1
2
3
4
97

………………………………
…...
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
The same
Shorter
Longer
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Yes
No
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Yes
No (SKIP to Q87)
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer
Much better

98
99
1
2
3
98
99
1
2
98
99
1
2
98
99
1
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quality of farmland?

87

What do you think are the underlying causes of
environmental change?
(Please select all that apply)

SECTION H: SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
88
Gender
89

Better
Worse
Much Worse
Preferred not to answer
Deforestation
Large scale land acquisitions
Overpopulation (births)
Overpopulation (migration)
Greenhouse emissions
Illegal resources extraction
Transgressing cultural values
Hurting mother earth
God’s will
Other (Please Specify)

2
3
4
99
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
97

………………………………
…...
Don’t Know
Preferred not to answer

98
99

Male
Female

1
2

How old are you?
________________________________

90

What is your current marital status?

91

What is your position in your household?

92

IF NON-HEAD
What is your relation to the household head?

Single
Married
Separated
Divorced
Widowed
Preferred not to answer
Non-head
Head (SKIP to Q93)
Preferred not to answer
Wife
Parent
Child
Other (Please Specify)

1
2
3
4
5
99
1
2
99
1
2
3
97

………………………………
…..
Preferred not to answer
99
Record as mentioned:
__________________________________
_

93

How many people in total live in your household?

94

How many of the people in your household are children?

Record as mentioned:
__________________________________
_

95

What is your religion?

96

What is your ethnicity?

Christianity
1
Islam
2
Traditionalists
3
No religion
4
Preferred not to answer
99
Record as mentioned:
__________________________________

97

What is your highest level of education?

No formal education
Primary
Secondary
Tertiary
Middle school
Preferred not to answer

1
2
3
4
5
99
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98

What is your occupation?

99

What is the main occupation of your household?

100

Would you mind if I ask you about your household’s average
income per month (GH¢)

101

Which one of the following housing types best describes the
type of dwelling this household occupies?

102

103

104

Agriculture/farming
1
Trading/business
2
Civil service
3
Unemployed
4
Preferred not to answer
99
Agriculture/farming
1
Trading/business
2
Civil service
3
Unemployed
4
Preferred not to answer
99
Record as mentioned:
__________________________________
House
Homestead
Compound house
Rome in a house
Hut/shack
Other (Please Specify)

………………………………
…..
Please answer yes or no to following questions 100 and 101 (Yes = 1, No = 2)
Does your household have:
Electricity?
Running water?
A wall clock?
A radio?
A black/white television?
A colour television?
A mobile phone?
A landline telephone?
A refrigerator?
A freezer?
Electricity
generator/Invertor(s)?
Washing machine?
Computer/Tabulate computer?
Photo camera? (Not on phone)
Video deck/DVD/VCD?
Sewing machine?
Bed?
Table?
Cabinet/cupboard?
Access to the Internet in any
device?
What type of fuel does your household mainly use for cooking?
Electricity
LPG
Natural Gas
Biogas
Kerosene
Coal, Lignite
Charcoal
Wood
Straw/Shrubs/Grass
Agricultural Crop
Animal Dung
No food cooked in household
Other (Please Specify)

Is the cooking usually done in the household, in a separate
building, or outdoors?

………………………………
…..
In the house
In a separate building
Outdoors

1
2
3
4
5
97

1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
97

1
2
3
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105

Do you have a separate room which is used as a kitchen?

106
106a

Type of building materials
Main material of the floor. (Please observe and record)

106b

106c

107

Main material of the roof. (Please observe and record)

Main material of the exterior walls. (Please observe and record)

Does any member of this household own the following: Please
answer yes or no (Yes=1, No=2)

Other (Please Specify)

97

………………………………
…..
Yes
No

1
2

Natural floor (earth/sand/dung)
Rudimentary floor (wood
planks)
Finished floor
Parquet/polished wood
Vinyl/asphalt strips
Ceramic/marble/tiles/terrazzo
Cement
Woolen carpet/synthetic
carpet
Linoleum/rubber carpet
Other (Please Specify)
………………………………
…..
Natural roofing
(earth/thatch/palm)
Rudimentary roofing
Rustic mat
Pal/bamboo
Wood planks
Cardboard
Finished roofing
Metal
Wood
Calamine/cement fibef
Ceramic/brick tiles
Cement
Roofing shingles
Roofing sheets
Other (Please Specify)
………………………………
…..
Natural Walls
No walls
Cane/palm/trunks
Dirt/landcrete
Rudimentary walls
Bamboo with mud
Stone with mud
Uncovered adobe
Plywood
Cardboard
Reused walls
Finished walls
Cement
Stone with lime/cement
Bricks
Cement blocks
Covered adobe
Wood planks/shingles
Other (Please Specify)
………………………………
…..
A wrist watch?
A bicycle?

1
2

31
32
33
34
35
36
97

1

21
22
23
24
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
97

11
12
13
21
22
23
24
25
26
31
32
33
34
35
36
97

1 or 2
1 or 2
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108

Does your household own any livestock?

109

How many of the following types of animals does your
household have?

A motorcycle or motor
scooter?
An animal-drawn cart?
A car or truck?
A boat with a motor?
A boat without a motor?
Yes
No
Don’t know
Preferred not to answer
Goat
Pigs
Cattle
Donkey
Sheep
Chicken

1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1 or 2
1
2
98
99
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